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~ INTRODUCTIQN @; :

.j' _Overview @f Project Developmental Q@ntinﬁity (PDE)

F

The fo;ce of Child Develgpment orlglnated Piject : ¥
Developmental Continuity (PDC) in-.l974 as a Head Start
demonstration program "aimed at prDmotlng greater CDDtanlty
of education and comprehensive child development services
for children as they make the trahsition from preschool to
school." The single most important effect of this under-

rgtakihg, it is hoped, will be to-enhance the social competence
of the children served--that is, to increase their everyday
effectiveness in dealing with their environment. (at school,
at home, in the community, and in society). PDC also aims
to bring about broader and more intensive involvement of
parents and teachers in the gcvernan:e of school affairs,
anﬂ to promate p551t1ve change in the lnstltutlonal pracess,

glven tlme.

As part. of the overall Head Start 1mprovement and
innovation effort, PDC emphasizes the involvement of admini-
strators, classroom staff, and parents in f@rmulating educa-
tional goals and developing a comprehensive curriculum. The
object. is to ensure that children receive continuous

. individualized attention as.they progress from Head Start
‘ through the early primary grades. If the program is successful,
existing discontinuities between Head Start and elementary
school experiences will be reduced by PDC mechanisms that
encourage communication and mutual decision- making among
preschool and elementary school teachers, admlnlstrat@rs,

and pafentb

Two program models provide alternative ways of establishing
‘the administrative structure for continuity. In the Preschool-
School Linkages approach, administratively separate Head Start -
and elementary school programs are brought together by the
device of a PDC Council, whose membership includes teachers,
parents, and administrators from both organizations. 'In the
Early Childhood Schools-.approach, Head Start and elementary:

: . 1.




A . Y ,(', . i . . e
school programs ‘are comblneﬂ both admlnlstratlvaly (by the
- Council) and physically (in the same- bulldlng), creating a
;)’_new institution. 1In bath approaches a qualitatively dlfferent
‘f_ﬂprogram is expected to emerge as a reeult of Head Etart‘
'elementary school cooperatlon _ . L
& : o } - B . ‘ = - T 3
\ Contlnulty is expected to be CEtlbli hed in®two contexts:#
that of *the ,individual child and that of the school structuxe.
*~ In the. frret context, centlnulty Weans, for eaample, that as
child should not' lrave to haye shis ox’her personal nature .and -
needs red1500vered each year as he or she moves from one Qfade
to the next; ‘instéad the child should become a mobre fully
recognized. member 0of the school "family! as time passes.
In the context &f school structure, continuity implies'a
cooperative' pursult of common goals, and this involves arti-
culation of philosophies and methods in all the various. areas
‘'of school enterprise: It is expected that structural centinuity‘
will contribute directly to eontlnulty in the attention given
to lndlv1dual chlldren.

;z:u

School orgaplzatlona_at‘iﬁ eltes around, the country )
received OCD funding during 1974-75 (BProgram Year I) to design
and . plan future 1mplementatloﬁ of ’ seven: preecrlbeﬂ components

&

e

. o X B : T ) '_‘.- B 7 o .
Cos °, Administration- administrative c@crdlnatIOﬂ between

® Education: eoordlnatlon of currlculum approachee;a
and educat;mnal geﬂla

e Training:. preeer'iee and inservice training for
teachers and childrearing traininq for parents;

o Develdpmental support Services: complehenelve N S

services (medical, nutrltlonal and social) to
children and families; o, _ =

R e Parent Inv@lvemegg; parent. partlcigatien*iﬁ policy- ‘
Ly : making, home-school activities, and classroom ' . ’
.KJ/‘v visits or volunteering; 7 . ~ L

@ Services for the Handicapped: aervie;s»f@r handleapped
children. and children with learning disabilities;
N P r

o Blilnqual/Blcultural and Multltultural Educatlon,

'progra s for b;llnguzl/blcultural or multicultural
child :

"
(]




o+ .
. ST ‘ - - . .
f,t During Year ITI, 1975 76, 14 sites (one hac
‘voluntarily), comprising a total gof 42, Hea% %t* ccenters »

and elementary schools, began their "start-up"

thdrawn

,,,,, gar, pilot-=.
testing:- their adaptatlon of the PDC program ac‘ﬂrdlﬁg to
plahs -they had drawn. up, durlng PFDQIam Year I.. The program
;s ;urfently in Year III 1976 773 and PDC ;5 w;supgosed
;gglteg (a

‘" langltudlﬂal

secand %lté w1thdLew at the End Qf Yeaf II)
Ejiyﬁy Df PDC is commissioned, the-prqQgram’
examined throughout. the' period béglnnlnq=’ix
~Year and continuing untll Hhe end of -the 1986‘81w§chool year.
This is the period during which children in the gtrrent
testing samples (Cohort 2) will progress from Be§§ Start
through grade 3. _ 1 T a v

Purposes of the PDC Evaluation L ' .L”' ' N

THE majof puprSE Qf tha FDC$évaiuatiOﬁ is Eﬁ éid=tﬁe
pfoqrams fafWéally ChllthDd educatlan. To aéc@mpllsh thlsg

thp»avaluatlgn\w1ll ultimately have to provide answers to
the following critical guostlan; about PDC's impact:

& llow does PDC-affect chiléreb}s social competence?

e How does PDC -affect parents? ¢ -

o
_ S }
anization in - o
SQClal cllmaté?

pas
oy
i
[0
[
S
O ]
8]
i
9]
9
jui]

PDC* the
. that led .
chlldrén s
ized in the-
é%t Qf the. ¢/

: In addition to describing the consequences
&aluatlan w11l des '

to those con:

W
O O
wrﬂmlmw

present- feport, %he lélétl@n%hlp nf thc to th
evaluation should not be neglected. . Volume 2

Report IV (August{;97b) dellncatEf tha pro cess evaluatiotn SOV
more fully; £ r P
of the total evg

luation are ta praﬂuae‘ anclu%ions about --
what happened (jmpact) and how and why' it happencd (protess).
This 1ﬂt€§mat;on will facilitate future decisions about
whether the program should be replicated, and if so, how >
‘ItpllLlLIUH can begst: be accomplisheds In rht llght of past

EVPLLl&ﬂC&.
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Last vyear (Praqfam Y&arfo3 .a sample of T 2ad St, t
nstrumen

children partlcipdted in pll&l testlng of the

tentatively selected for the PDC battery. Demagraph;c
data were also collected for these children, ggd’inf@rmatién

‘regarding grade-to
vears was gathered
s preliminary answers
: v N
1. Are the me

the task?’

~

) 2. Are the PDC and COWP&IlSO? groups re ,lly_

compalable

-grade attrition for childr

: in past
from éacﬁ site. This 1nfarmatlon pr&v;ded
to three critical questlons

)

=

asurlng=1ﬁstruments apprDPrlate to

o)

]

1

in EDC and CDmEQILSDD schoolg at eafh s;tP to

permit a |1

On the basi

ongitudinal study of program effects?

answers gained last year to question 1
Ir

s, 0f a ’
some 1nstrumeﬂgg‘ ere.eliminated from the battery and. others
were modified. ©On thé basis of last year's findings wizh o

regard to quésti@n
éDﬁQezninq pfoceﬂ
Head Start enrollme
gr@ﬁgg in certain i
of the 'projections
likelihood ‘'was asses
large enough over a
statistical analys
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+ Trecommendations*were made to sites
res that could be followed during the

nt period to balance PDC and comparison
mportant respects. And on the basis
made in connection with question 3, "the
sed that the samples would remain .
flve year term to permit continuing

@f their performance.'’

N

uEf——lnst:ument suitability, CamparabilityJ*

and adequacy %f sdmple size--are examined again .
bort:using data, gathered in the fall of Year III.

re=é$amlnatlon is.to . verify preliminary:
ar IL These findings and others are -
report, -and their implicaticnsafar a
of PDC's impact are considered. The
s with ‘rllmlﬂaﬁg recommendatlonc for

*3] 4 i .
valua_:,, !

catements @f'the.rationales for
sues dealt with in this report.
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Instrument appropriateness. Singe th Ultimate goal
of 'PDC is to enhance the social ﬁomp;gence of. hlldféﬂ 1t .
s essential to the evaluation thaty
ield measures that, EDlIECtlvely Jr pre ent Soc1al Ccmpétence
n an accurate and meanil gful way. The criteria uted in this
and past reports for® judging the ddequacy of the. instruments
include: .

] +  ® 1internal cons 5ten§y (the extent to which an
7 instrument's Eonstituent items "agree on what
o they raflectlabout an 1nd1v;dual :
o !
. o agégilltz (corlespo de éﬂbetween total scores on
the same instrument given to.,the same children at

two time-=points),

Ydity (the degree to which an instrument measures
o h £ it i fsugp@sed to measure), o ¢ ) [
" g

x B s

s

=) al

w

ity po onsi' ne%é

@  sensitivity to change (an instrument's res
to change over time in the charactEflst Cs measugy Y,

e

<
o}

ce ﬁ?VSOéial'CDmpétéﬂie (the degree to wﬁgzh ,
formation produced by an instrument contributes
wle dqé of a chlld‘s social EompeténCP)F

=

a

=
I*“h«

kn

[j\

oty
e}

S a‘iaéaeloph tal span (Suitability for chilﬂréﬂ acCross

the age ange prospectlvely covered by the PDC

-ease - of administ - (the cost in’time, éffort
.§ﬁd feSources of admi’istériﬁg an 1natrument)

mpa rablllty of gr@up The effects of PDC upon

will be dEtEfmlnéd pflmaflly by ;ompaflng the perfor—f

Cr L&z
dren who are similar, but who do n@t gaztlc;pate in
i.e., a comparison group).. The assumption implicit in’
“this is that. the children in the two groups would remain’
parallel were it nottsfor the intervention of PDC, and thus
the way c¥ildren in the comparison group perform in the future
stands fér the way PDC children would have performed without
the ;n(*numz d advantage of PDC. Whether this assumption
stands or falls depends upon the initial eqyivalence’

-
—+
k]
™
Lt
‘.-_J
-
I

of the two groups. Unless they are very similat .fo begin:

¢ o P - Y e - A:;,:
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with, or can legitimately be equalized by s
\no sensible comparison can be made. The si \ri
and compdrison groups at each site.and at all site
tively is egamined in this report as a chéck on the/pr
of group compafabilityi ) j o / ;

: defabllltY— it 1s also lmp@rtdnt‘
mparlaﬁn té;tlﬂq samples remain large

s to permit ceontinuing a&nalyses of .theif
. Attrition will QCCUI lﬂéVltdbly, and
ps becomé, the more dlff;cult ity will ‘. e
effects from the effects ‘of the many , Y
tflbuté to the pey -formance of the =~ - -

;hlldfgn lnvmlvadg e - : : T

;zg and projected attrltlan./ In addition’

0]
m ] L’.m

1 EG to

:j 'A I

%ar, Program Year III, a check

lldren from the. Year II PDC S
tlnq %amplaa‘who had enrcl;éd

»1"’1

\Lﬂ

, - In the fall of this ¥y
was made on the number of
and compaxlﬁon HLad Jtaft

r'ﬂ'ﬂ

g

QESEEthvely. Non ;nzollie t,:QbVlouqu,vﬁoistiEutES -éb‘j',;-_
attrition. Since last year's' children (Cohort.1l) come . % -
from the.same populations as this year's target children . %
(Cohaort 2), the Cohort 1 attrition rate prav1deé a basis . . '
for eatkmaflgq “thé Cohort 2 rate. PrD]éCthﬂ of year- to—_‘

vear attrition from Cohort 2 are presented and discussed.

in this report. = - . _ : . X

m

r'*r

'ﬂ
P
'

N Ahg data =
followed &urlmq tﬁg ¢u
cribed herele These. dg’crip
fjta PT eaented ln .this re

'Chaptgr III, Findings. - This chapter prES%nt:; ,' .
0" tabulations of Lrlticél chqrachex; stics of the <. '\
t

ruments 1in the battery, L S .
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Chapter IV, Co EluSlOﬂS -Findings on }roup Ca,parablllty,f
adaquaty of the samplésf and " adequacy of the instruments are
summarized here, and prospects for continutation of the Impact
Study arc considered in- ;he light offﬁﬁese findings. The

crux of the deliberations is whether @r not it will be possible
to prov1de satisfactory tests of oCD! 5 major hyp@thases about

) PDC's effects, on :hlldren

*
57 i f e -

ghan”éﬁﬁianlans Since thggiast R, éiﬁrig Pe:ﬁod

. —

Fanéellatlén of Teacher and- ‘Parent Sur¢éys. As has
been noted it 4is expéitoﬁ that chlldren parénts, teachers,
and the school quanlgatlgn will all be d@factéd pos;tlvely
by PDC, and.the evaluation haé beeéen de51gned exgressly to
provide fDL ‘assessment of. the program's cansaquences in
each of se four domains. -Large-scale surveys of teachers
a?d ‘par, ts W%IE to ‘have been the principal means.of measuilng
the’ impact felt 'in these groups. The éurvey; originalky
.were to havér baen CQnduct@d in. Smrlnq/1976 " All. the
necesga,y prepargtlons were made, but/ plans were postponed
bégause/ of delays in the pro:eqs of clecaring the forms
v with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). The surveys
were féSCleduled for. smffnq 1977, and although OMB approval
_had/ €ti11 not been receitved bﬁ the first of this year,
pr%palatl@ﬂg were made nzéﬁaqaln, in anticipation of approval.
Hawaver, in February DMB annournced ‘that "the’ survey. plans
woulld not. be appraved at all, nor would . plans be appraved
for a full-scalé study/ of pr0qram 1mplpm&ntat1an in PDC

and comparison schéalé. The - reasdins ‘for the decision have
not vet been stated, *mhus no . accouﬁt of them can be offered
here.- SRR o
. .- < . LT
- Although. it is jpossible fhat the decision, or some part
of it, will be reversed, or that alternative plans might
be approVed, it is unlikely at sufficient time will remain
-—— in this wear to copnduct thefsurveys The next Impact Study

report was to havekcgntainEE an analysis of responses to

‘~these surveys, presentedl in/ *terms of differences between
PDC wversus CDmparlﬂan teache;s ind PDC versus comparison
parents, and in terms of connections discovered between
prog¥ram faatufea and teacher/parent attitudes.: Now, as
CEﬁﬁlCdl .as thlLvlnfomatlmﬂ may be to a decision about ,PDC'
future, it’ will® be inaccessible, at least for the pgesent

year. ' . i "
[ T . : ’ s

L
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Delayed commencement of fdll testing in Florida. Last .

Y
cerns . arose about the size of the Florida PDC and
. son samples, and about attrition among the children
there.. These concerns led to deliberation over the site's
status in the evaluation. -To resolve the issue, OCD and
ucted a joint study on-site in October 1976.
n of the study was that the number of children
ain enrolled from Head Start thtough grade 3
» high in Florida as it is in. ‘other sites.
Thu; it wasg decided that Florida wculd remain in ‘the evalu-=
ation. However, this decision waj. made about one month after
. the time when preparations for fall testimg drdinarily would
havﬁ begun. Consequently, testing began three weeks later
in Florida than it did elsewhere, and the data could not be
processed in ‘time for this report. An account .of the results
f testing there Wlll be presented in the August 1977 lmpaét

Study report.
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n élementary schools. - Since the
me changes have been made in desig-

-
iy
O

Addltlon of compar

last reporting period, so

nation of comparison elementary schools for three sites. .
These changes were initiated jointly bv the PDC coordinator s
at each altF and High/Scope to ensure that when children !

in the comparison Head Start testing sample es progress to
elementary school, the greatest number possible will go to
participating comparison schools rather than to non- paftlLlpatlﬁq

SEBDD s. (Children who go to designated comparison %chnolg
can be tested periodically over, the longitudinal term of
the study, hut children who go to other SLhDD%; may "be los
to the study.)” The following schools have thus béen added
to the lists that appe ared in Appendix F of Interim Report
IV, Velume 1: .
Site , ' Added Comparison scHools
. ’ ¥ .
Towa : Cassidy, Edmand, Phillips, St@
Michigan ' Malkif, ROq TS
utah Liberty, L@wgil ' .

m“

AAdmln;StIatlDﬁ Df the PPLAT in Texa In spring 1976,
the Preschool Froductive Language AS SESS ment Task (PPLAT),

i ™ experimental procedure developed at qh/qCQpe, was
administered to a-small number of the ChlldfPﬂ in -the o
Connacticut and Towa. testing ;amplE%g (The ,PPLAT is designed

. L U

tow

I
e
C

-
s
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.+ Spanish-speaking (and thus potehtlglly bilingual) students. s _
i+« Administration of the PPLAT was begun in early February. ,

U its CDHtlEUEd application and reflnempnt

to yield measures that characterize children's spontaneous

use of language in social situations.) * Thé resulting data,
were analyzed in conjunction:with other PDC~data that had
already been obtained for tHe same children. The pyrpose .
of this analysis was to explore the merits of incorporating .,
the PPLAT in the PDC battery. _The investigation produced

the conclusion that the procedure does yvield measures of
‘language behavior that complement the. other PDC measures in -
interesting and potentially useful ways. ‘For example, certain
PPLAT variables seem to be related to teachers' ratings of
children's social demeanor, but not at all to the children's
prfomaﬁFE ‘on cognitive .tests, while other variables produced

by the same’ PPLAT procedure Seem to be related to test

performance but not to teachers' ratings. Althouqh the ‘»€§',

sample was too small and the analytic procedure: too 7 2&
exploratory i@ warrant formal presentation of results here, :
the PPLAT was found sufficiently promising to justify its 3

-continued refinement as a tool for the PDC evaluadtion.

'~ Accordingly, it was-decided to continue ﬁdmlnlstrat;@n of
the PPLAT (with some modifications, made %n light of the

. recent findings) at a single site.

The dec,,;@n to continue thé PRPLAT at one site rather

© . than all, or rather than none, was-based upcon a concern

folfualﬂq the evaluatlon s resources to best advantage.
‘Since the test's validity is yet to be demonstrated, it
"would be premature to administer it to all the Ehlldrenm
;th receivé the other tests, but because the,PDCJbattary
.lacks a naturalistic measure of language proficiency aﬁd\
" because this one is promising, there is much t@ learn from

ince development of languaqe prﬂflulaﬁgy receives
dtest emphasis at the PDC Bilingual/Bicultural Démanstéatlon
s, it was deemed most practical to continue the‘use of

Ll'".l

s grea
ite
the PPLAT in Texas, the site with the larqest number of f

oo

I

at that site and will be cnmpléted by -early March 1977. .
-The procedure s conducted in each child's dominant lanquaqef )
E;ther Spanish or English (as .indicated by earilier PDC, :

assessments), and also in the alternate language, if the .
*chlld pOE;E,Ség that cagablllty ’

.9
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Plans for/ the Next Reporting Perjod

L k) T

o Pfellmlnalv iﬁELYalq of PDC' " impact on ‘chi ildrén. \By
tin

®

~T

h‘

spring 1977, ‘children in the PDC ‘Head Start testing samples

11 have partLCLPated for nearly a full year in the PDC
fém,‘and it will be possible then to conduct meaningful

of the hypothesis of PDC group gain over the comparison

i
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hes
group.

977, will pregent the results of this first test of the .
~hypo th951d.

Preliminary analyals\of fEl&tlQﬂShlp% bstwéen imple-
mentation and impact. The August report will also present t
the results of an analytic seadarch for relationships between
implementation variables and impact variables. This analysis
will seéek to establish connections between measures of desired
outcomes }{1maflly, children's test performance) and the
degree to which various aspects of .the program have been’
realized from site to site (as determined by the Implemen- \|

tation Study) .

LAT data. /The next repoi; will include
irst formal analysis of data from the
in Spanish or English or,both to all

C aﬁd comparison Head Start samples in

Analysis o
an account of th
PPLAT admin stere
hl dren in thé P

\PU‘
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The next Impact Study report, scheduled fpr August Y
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// - Data Collection Procedu res
. . ; L Prc
3

To establish a data collection routine that would yield
data of whe highest possible quality, the following procedures
were instituted|: ’ w2 ‘ |

1. ﬁeAn Drganlzatlonal stru:tuze for lﬂilVlduals &
-involved in the data cto{lection effort was out- -
“lined,| role responsibilities wert-defined, and a
detailed training manual was produced. ’ :

2. A tralnlng model was designed that sp221flgﬁ ‘ kA
tester performance standards and provided fér.a oo
6- to 8-day :tester training session with large-
group, small-group and- individualized instruc-
tion, ddlly reviews of each tedter's performance,
and discussions of potent%§} problems.
[ o
3. On-site monitoring of testers bz\tralnerS‘was
iOﬁduéted prior to the start of the actual testing.

4. Durlng the data collection pérlad tést were °
IEQQDHSlbIP for monitoring each other' p,rfari
mance ion a weekly basis.

oordinators collected Eampleted data each

nd checked it for obvious errors or omissions

_se nﬂ;ng it to the High/Scope Foundation.

co
an

-Bach of these procedures is discussed below., ..

s and otha% instruments used, and the order of their
tration, areé described in Appendix A. Further details
ng,’monlfsr;ﬁq and other procedures followed by- -
n site can be found in the Field Procedures Manual -
cope, September. 1976). B
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rganlyatlg .
The roles of the personnel who conducted field, data
collection were explicitly defined in the Field Procedures
Manual in order to systematize responsibilities. For

. example, site coordinator respongibilities included contacting

the PDC coordinator reqardlng thé start of testing; setting
up and chairing 4 meeting with the Head Start teachers -
involved in the evaluation, or contacting them individually;
keeping if contact with the supervisor of field operations
about the status of data collection and any problems that

the site was having; checking all completed data on a weekly .
basis; keeping up-to-date records on the status of the data

cbllection; carrying out any needed training; testing (and,

in some cases, ‘observing) children; and monitoring testers.

Training Model

Two training sessisns were hel rly September
1976-~a .2%-day sessi for the edight tester trainers and
a 6-day (or, in some GaEEb, 8~day) session for 34 testers/
observers the following week. Since all but two of the
quﬁt tlalnPIb were E?perlencéé the 2%-day trainer training
session was more of a "refresher" course ) canqlstlnq of a

review ofx thé child measures and practice in test‘a&mlnlf—
tration. écause the decision to include the .Flor Lﬁa PDC
site in the fall 1976 data collection effort was not made
until October, training for the two Florida testers was
conducted on-site in mid-October and the observation data
were collected by a ngh/%ccpa staff m&mber at.the end of
the month. 3

ot P
5]
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0m¢m

T}l

T
Es

1The fall data CDllECtan started ‘the ws;k of September 12
at all sites except Florida. The length of the data.
collection period was fairly constant across sites, with
most testers finishing within nine or tem weeks. In
Floridatf teatlnq began in' mid- -October and took 10 weeks
to complete.’ Of the 36 testers involved in- ‘the fall 1976
~testing, 26 ‘were &fpéflénéed PDC testers and 10 weré newly
hired:.: In two sites, Texas and California, all the testers
were new while in many of the other sites an additional
person was hired because of,the anticipated increase in
sample shze. The number of testers per site ranged from

2 ED 4 depending on the sample size.-
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Tester tr é;n;nq; During the 8-day teSttI tralnlﬁé
session, each test was explained and demonstrated to the
entire group; this was followed by small- group practice.
The initial .small-group practice session involved the uses
of test "scripts." The scripts gonsisted of ,test instruc-
tions, child responsés, and rationales for SCDrlng. In
using ‘the scripts, two testers would pair up and one, the y
"child," would perform as indicated on the script while the
other tL%ter administered the test without the script.
This provided an excellent learning. situatiom since the
child responses included on the script covered all the

n
‘[ﬂ\

Ul‘

.admfﬁigtratian rules and gave the testers a chance to work

with and correct each other without having to have a trainer
nearby to answer all their guestions. Two scripts were
written for most of the tests. Whenever possible, new
testers were'paired with returning testers softhat they
could learn from them.

Since iff is critical that testers administer the tests

, in 2 standard way, each tester was systematically "checked

out" on all of the child measures throughout the training

‘session. buring this procedure a tfalner played the role

of the child (also recording the "child's" responses) while
a tester administered one or more of the child measures

to her. Prior to these check-outs the trdiners had decided -
how a trainer (acting as the child) would respond to each
item on each tes®™ This was done for two reasons: 1) to

insure that each tester was exposed to the ;ame situations,
and 2) to incorporate child responses that covered all test
administration directiong. . For example, on the PIPS inter-
view, there are specific thlﬁqs for the teqtez to say if the
child gives an-unrelated answer, a repeated anqwer, refuses

‘"to answer, and so on. By exhibiting all these behayiors

.in the check-out situation, trainers were able to ‘assess gthe

tester's understanding and ekpe%tlse in admlnlg%erlnq ea&éﬁ

of. the. chlld measures. *
Standards were set for acceptable performance during

the tester check-outs, and if these standards could not

be met, additional tralnlnq and practice was prescribed.

\Lﬂ

“Chick-outs were then repeated at a later time ,during the

training session to insure correct test administration.

s met every evening during

s the day's activities and

t tus of each tester. POthtlal
scussed during these meetings,
e ,

The eight
the training sessi
to report on the
problems were iden

a5 were naecessary
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Observer trainingl! The observer fraining session was
held two days prior to the ‘tester tFaining session. Thus,
the tester/observers attended an 8-day session instead of
the quulaf 6-day training session..  Because 1t would be .
very difficult for each tester .go master both the observation
system and the child tests in the amount of time allotted
*or training, the decision was made to have only one person
from each .site collect the observation data in addition to
admlﬂlgtaflng child tests. 1In all but two of the sites,
an gkpezlenced tester .(one-who had callected observation
data in the past) was selected to make the classroom obser-
vations. The new testers in Texas and California, however,
had to -master Both an unfamiliar observation system and an . . W
equally unfamiliar test.battery. . : )

The revised classroom observation instrument was
introduced to the observers as a group, with trainers
demonstrating the behaviors reflected on the instrument
and the observers identifying the behaviors. After the
PDC Observation fLSlﬂlng Manual was reviewed and discussed,

the observers, in groups of twos and threes, wrote scripts
incorporating various behaviors from the observation system

categori@s. They.then acted out the scripts while the

other observegs coded the behaviors. A .better under-
standing of the behavioral categories and items was gained
by this script-writing and actln% Some videotape coding

of preschool-aged.children in classroom settings was also .
done, primarily to familiarizegthe ob servers with the
videotape 5y5tem and the audio®"beep" which signals
observation intervals prior to their coding of the scermes

on the reliability tape. The fEllablllty tape,; which
consisted ‘of trainers role-playjng classroom sceneg; was
coded by all observers mid-way through the tfalnlng session.

2

“ oy

-~

o=

her& 1nvalved ‘and pLﬁt enouqh time in the
:come acquainted with the chlldfen. Also, .
iced admlnl:téflnq the tests to one or
ildren from outside the PDC and comparison

-his time. .
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&

ring the—vweek of September 20 a trainerivisited
each: te for two days to monitor individual testers as
they actually worked with a child. Although it was not
feasiblé for the testers to administer. thé tests to~children
at their Michigan - -training session, it was important that
each tégtér have such. éhpeflEﬂCE and the opportundity to.
receive feedback before starting the_data collectien. tAfter
watchinq a tester., the trainer praylded any addltlénal feed=
back ‘to the tester that was necessary on 1mprov1ng his/her

\m IU\

interactions with the children. This procedure served L

two purposes: it gave the trainer an indication of how

well individual testers could establish rapport andsinteract
with children, ang t;,,lped alleviate: some of the anxieties
the inexperiencef testers felt about’ admlg%gterlng the
measures to children. No.testing of PDC or comparison
children was don& prior to thiS?mOﬁitoring,visit. : -

) Weekly menitoring. During the course of a testing
week, testers alternately monitored each other; the one
acting as monltor 51multaneau%ly completed the test booklets
and the individual monitoring forms for each test. After
the session, the monitor and tester dlscus sed any errors,
.and the .monitoring booklets and forms weére sent to the .
supervisor of field Qpefatlons at the High/Scope Foundation
. to be reviewed. The- mon;taflng forms can be found in o
Appendix B. The Catag0f1es on the forms beside which an X{
appears are those in which testers, as a group, made more
errors than expected or, than-was judged tolerable. These
areas are discussed in %oré detail in a. later EéCtlQﬁ, Eaée

of Adiiiiiﬁatlgn c

Weekly PréiT:aﬂsmittal Data Checks

, Tegters were requ;r;d to glve or send their C@mpleted
data to the site coordinator at the_ end of each week. The
gite coordlnator then checked these tests, plus_any she/he
"had completed, for recording/scoring errors. (Site coor-
dinators and- interviewers had reviewed a checklist specifying
what' to look for when reviewihg each campleted booklet, e.qg.,
"Is the 1dent1f;catlaq;campleteﬂ" "Did the interviewer fail
to give a.second trial when_it should have been given?™ w
"Did the interviewer skip an item?") Errors were pointed .
out to the particular tester and, if necessary, further
tralning was provided by the site coordinator. The site
coordinator also Kept track of all completed data (in addition

-to the individual records each tester kept of hlS/er classes) .

and mailed the completed data to the quh/ capé Foundation
on a weekly basis. ; ; :
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In addition to the site coerdinators' pre Sﬂbmlttal

'k, mest data collected by 1ncxperlcnccd testers were’ S
“.checked by the supervisor of field operations at the '
e Hig /Sccpc Ecundatlcn.ﬁ Ertors in recordlng or ccd;ng were
f%,'ld fntified aﬁa explained tc'thc ‘site cccrdlnatcr, whc then

dlscu§ssi them w1th thc ct?c; testers. . ) ué
ne

o O the, raw data had becn scrccncd fcr accuracy at -
High/Sccpc, th were sent to the data processing scctlcn
to be tagged WS?B unlquc identification numbérs for ‘each

"studcnt, scc:c and vcrlflcﬂ thcn kcypunchcd aﬁd vcrlflcd.

LR w '

TERS L 1, - * f _
- ,l R . e : .
.—ﬁ.' L : LTl Lt . B o _ ’? i

Llltatc ﬂata cclkcctlcn, cach PDC aﬂd ccmparlson o
asslgncd +6 one c; more of-the site's testers Lot
g on. the-number of“classes at a, partlcular site) = . I,

"order‘of classes to be ccmplctcd was spcclficd. ”
r
t

W

s were taken intc-account #n making-these class 7
nts: 1) the data'+hdd "to bc-colléctcd simultaneously
in the PDC .and comparison schools to- insure that both groups
were cbscrvcd/tcstcd during -the same. time period, and 2)° cach

tester had to be assigned- to test *Both PDC and comparison
c¢hildren, JEhus- cllmlnatlng the pc55lblllty of tester bias

:fcr 21thcr grcup 3 - %ﬁﬁi%i
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term Vlng Child' g Languagc Capabllltlcgy\

o
e )
Ing

Thc prcccdurc fcllcwcé by testcrs “in dctcrm;nlng the , .0
language capabilities of children in the- tcstlng sample Lo
.. "was 1) to ask the child's classroom teacher for his or her
RN “judgmcnt 2) to obscfvc the child's verbal behavior in .
' natural classroom’'gonditions, ahd 3) on the basis of -these -
. 1nd;cat;cns, to ddminjster the English or anlgh version, '
- or bctQF of the Blllngual Syntax. Mcasurc'(ng) ‘I'n most
cases, ﬁﬁh;s scrccnlng ,process p&aduced consistent conclusions,
and subsequent . testing was accordingly ccnd@ttéd in Engllsh
or»Spanish or both. (In'-some cases this s reeriing process
led to the cenclusion that a child was prc?& ient in:some oy
third. lanquagc, but not Eﬂgll:h or Spanish.’ ' These children .~ °°
were excludcd from the testing sample.) thn the screening .77
procelys pyoved inconclusive, the tester carefully weighed
all a all ble information to reach a conclusion about thc .
child's lhanguage Capabl%ltlés s .

&

{
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. Hlndranceg ta Té;tlng Schedule : f; . e

© 'As was the case duzlng last year g data collection
effort, there>were.some- anéI :gsetbacks in gettlng the data )
CDlléCtlQn underway, -such as laﬁﬁ*af permission slips or
testing space. Also, since Head': Sﬂart enrollment had nDt
been concluded by late September, the - test%gg themselves
had to make their own.rosters and add childfen to them as»;@n%
they were enrolled. .And -in. some sites the PDC program had
not identified-which comparisoh Head Start children ‘would’
- be attendlng camparlsaﬁ elementary sghccls,,and testers

tary sdhéal de51gnatlans se that gnly thase ch;Lﬂren wh@
11d be going to ;the designated Eamparlsan Elémgntary
'scools would be tested. ; ]

Data Analys;s Pro ;edures

' . i

- Inter;meepérts TIT "and IV (March- and August 1976) have
‘previously presented- analysas of the adequacy of the instru--
ment battery for .use in a longitudinal evaluation of PDC.
‘These. énalyses were based primarily upaﬂ’da - obtained for
Y pllat sample of children (Cohort 1) who precedea tHis
~year's target sample (Cohort 2). in PDC and comparison Head
Start centers. Since it is Cohort 2 -that actually will
be followed in the prﬁspect;ve longitudinal st udy, the

Wﬂanalyses descrlbed in? thlE rep@rt were perfarmed ta verlfy

TN

The analyses were c@nducted in two stages, ‘the first
of which focused on characteéeristics of the 1nstruments, the -
second on characteristics of the samples. Proceeding in
- sequential steps from the beginning of Stage 1 tD the end

of Stage 2, the analyses examined: .

) ‘reliability of the instruments,

e -validity of, thé instfﬁﬁents,

. %gr@ss=t1me and cross- Sample congruence of relia-~ /
bility and validity findings (ekamination of fall
1976 data in relation to data ffom fall 1975 and
sgrlng 1976),

'@ factor structure of the battery,

*



éand

R - e adaquacy af pr§§gnt samplé s;zgs in Vlew of
pr@]ected‘attfltléni T;,q

r,--‘scr» =
]

. These stépsf;ogtl;ned in F;gure 1; are descrlbed in greater
detail in the following text. “Flow cha¥ts; lilustfatlng each
of these descriptiofis appear in Appendix D.

A BRI
) . Y3 ,
L ’ s ’ : : B . =~

Step 1:_ D@es the Internal ConéiéteﬁcY,C§éffic;ggt‘
Indicate Reliability? —— B

'Cfanbach's alpha , a measure’éf iﬁtefﬁal ccngigtéﬁcy,
_Vltems that comprlse a scale, lt.may be c@n231ved:as'the mean
:,;fiof ALl qsslble split-half.cortelations (e.g., asorrelation
M4 of the odd and " even 1Eam5 W1th1n a seale)i. Coefficient alpha ..

is a measure of rellabnlltyfxn the sense that it tefleqgts fhe .
rdeqree to. which the CQBStltuEﬁt*lEEES of a test relate to a .
Tunitary construct--the’ degree to which they<tend tD measure ,

-the same thlng e . .

- IThe psychametrlc analy51s prccedures descrlbed lnsth;s SECtan
refer to all the instruments ln the battery except' the Preschool
Interpersonal Problem- SDlVlng Test (PIPS) and the Classroom
Observation System. Iﬂternal\can51stency anaiy51s is inappro-
prlate for the PIPS, so Steps 1 and 2 were omitted from the PIPS

nalwsis sequenCE. 'The analyslg of the Classroom Observathp
gystem is treated séparately in Chapter IIT. Psychametrla
analyses were of course preceded by scoring of the tests, and
a commentary on the scorlng of some of the tests 15 Presented
in Appendix C. - . .

£ g

-F, .

ECr@nbach s alpha is a génEfallzeﬂ form of the KuderﬂRlchardsan

formula "20. The genéralized formula is? R <,
E : . ) -k
o = =S (1= Vi ) .
—_ I -
; O Vt \
- 1+
where:
n = number of items s 7 :_ IR T
Vi = ¥tem varlaﬁ:e (after. a prl@rl WELghtlng)
Vt = variance of the gcalé =l .
CEv Cronbach’, L. J. C@éffiﬁléﬂt alpha éndithe inte rnal’
structure of tests. Psychometrika, 1951, 16, 297-334. _ .
. - DR '%\
) o % : ; ‘ . ; * ’,
L 2 . iy -«
185. ' %"‘1




Master, Flow C

‘SteE,E: = Dperatlags
Aatlan a ci si iﬂi‘-,~i

or thig§ sample?

ma;

K

»%

'Is he measure réliable,
£

- YES/NQ fl@w <

Yes

f , Step 2
Is the measure -valid f@r .
“this. Sample? ) ’ _
. § EL;mlnata,ﬁm,éiﬁygﬁ**
e e T _ gustlfy as necessar&F
F e
- Are rellab;llty and ,
validity constant across
time - and samples? -
' = Yes
PR i . di, S E 4 ’ R ‘ g"’f’ #
Does the ﬁac r structufg , )
suppértfe E ations? < B ‘ I , B
M ’-? . t
W : . : - CT e ,
- ' j g , . T S e . e I
e éEEE—E Co : 2 Consider implications for
Are EDC’anﬂ comparisord . | . evaluatlan plan.
- groups comparable?—— . — — —_—— -
. e f i s o LI = A
- 5
o \ YES ,; ) ¢
‘\g{:“ % Kl % s .

= : o N Reagmmend that thé évalua—
Are’ Eamplé sizes and 7'”’Yé§’“ , tlDﬂ pgacéed as ?lanned
IEtERElGﬂ rataa adequate? —

g - L ) — {“’-3' i \ : fr‘
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The pracedure fallcwed fgr the determlnatlcn af fall

<7 1976 internal cén51sten is plctured in Figure Dgl, Apgendlx
D: internal. consistency was determined for each measure- )
for -the ‘aggregated samplés of Engllsh -dominafit and Spanish- S

. .dominant children takind each test.!’ If the alpha for a -

.1 measure was greater than EQwa1thln ‘either 1anguage;sam§le,

" » .the:measure- was considered internally" consistent for that ' oL .
QQEDQP,*lf ‘the alpha value for a measure fell below .65, ' S
that measure was llkely ta be drcpged from' the analysls

;oL -

procedure.‘f ) L . ’x'?’ i

. Cronbach’ CGﬁSldEfS alpha to bé.a ﬁqefflclent of equ1A
"+  wvalence, which, for a test :Dmp@s&d ﬂf :élatlvely homogéneous
.items, approxlmates parallel-forn, Y This should ‘
"be distinguighed from a coeffic 'tablllty, such as :
" .a test-retest ¢éorrelation over a’itimé&'interval. . Cronbach
_himself does not set a criterion level for alpha (.65 ha% -
;ﬁbeag selected far thlS evaluation, based upon a rev1ew of /

= n@rms)

. Cranbach suggests- that a test whose 1tems measure’ mﬂre /
Lthan one dimension (a heterogeneous mix of items), having a |
low common-factor variance and therefore a low -alpha, might
still have a substantial test-retest correlation, and. be ‘
considered stable, reliable, and interpretable. 1In other : -

.words,; a¥pha is rot the ultimate, form of rel;abllth It is,
rather, a useful index for estimating reliability bf a haméﬂ'
geneous test at a 51ngle admlnlstzatl?ﬁ.

Step §§ _-Are the Measures Valia?

Te

- . 3

o ‘The praceddfes fbllowed faf detefmlnlnq valld;ty are'_
EB plctufed in E;gure D-2, Appendlx D. {ASleth reliability, " .
- prior research prav;des some information on.the validity *% < 7

+ of the measures, but validity also must b¢ aacertalned I >
within the context of the PDC evaluatl@n., Mast‘measurés A
were selected from larger exlstlng batterlea, and ‘items’on .

/.

T E\J’Enql.lsh d@mlnant samplé ln:ludes all Engllsh damlnant
non-handicapped students for whom each meéasure was obtalﬁéé
The Spanish-déminant sample includes all n@nehand;capped,'
“Eanlsh -dominant students for whom each. m asure wag obtained
{h Texas and California. The procedure £dg determining
lanquage dominance is des scribed above undE; Data Collection
Procedurés. '

f
& ) L
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-am@st he measuresghave been modified, both-to meet the
needs of the sample beingd,tested and to permit use by para-
p:af3551qma§gtesters. 'Therefcre,pvalldlty of the measures
within the BDC envirdnment, and within the test battery Airf.

: whlch they are admlnlsteféd must bé determlneﬂ anew. The

Qtff'f
/sjruct and ta measures of Dther Eanstructs, a measure Sh@ﬂld

cgrrelate h;ghiy with atheﬂ<measures of the same consttucts,
ani should not :orfelate at all w1th m?asufES‘ﬁf 1ndepéndent

*/ ﬁanstructgi

J

*'fﬁAn hypatheslzed EDEfElatan matrix- was c@nstrﬂcted
prior to the fall 1975 data analysis, based on knowleédge of

'if the c?nstructs the medsuzxes were presumed to represent. -
- | The values in the matrix indicaté the level of relatlénghlp

' that thepretically should obtain between any two measures if  <-
théy bath genglnaly .measure the constructs they are supposed -
to represent. The actual fall 1976 correlations (within-'
langlage groups) were then evaluated against the hypathé31zed
‘correlations.™ ; : o .

The hypothésized correlation matrix was constructed~
by.first determining the correlation within-the three
areas of child tests: .,cognitive-language, psychomotor,
and social- emat%qgglrmeasures.= Then the desired corre-

« lations among the three groups of tests were,determined..

. Generally, highex correlations werepexpected WLthln an , -

area than betweén areas., But since each, drea is actuakly

composed 'inked cofistructs rather than: alte na.ive,

measures @f- thg same construct, very few high -or' :2lations

were exp&ted.’ : o : g : :
* - jﬂé 5

\\ -+ The -fall 1976 ::m:‘re,latlc:ns batweengasures :(the ones ™ - +
. found relifble) were,faltulated within .each language group,
Aand ‘the following pﬁgcedyfe was used tb determine whether- *
‘a given measure was valid. First, the ébﬂ%lned ‘inter-
cDrrelat;on matrlx was compared w;th the hypothesized
matrix and ﬁéVlatlons of eachycorrelation from the hyp@thé*

sized one waze,:alculatad (e.g., if the hypothesized
c@rrelat;an>wa54 'medium” and thdt obtained was "low," a ,
deviation of "=1" was scored; if the -hypothesized corre-

lation wasg. "zero" and that obtained was "medium," a .
dgvlatlaﬂ’aﬁ "4+2" was scored). For each measure, the o
absolute ¥Malues of the deviations were summed across all
measures and divided by the numbex of measures. If this

¥

.
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ig of 1.0 or less, the measure was considered’
- walid. _1The crigffrion implicit in this procedukte is that - /
a measure's coficurrent validity is adequate if, an’tha ' o
average, the obtained ccrfelatlcns with other- méasures ‘are. e

Vw1thln the fange adjaceﬂt ta the expected value. ﬂ»‘% o

Althcugh thlS précedure allows for rather large deviations
from the hypoth231;ed relatlgﬁs, it still provides a useful
_f%rst appraxlmatlon t@ val;datlgn of the measures.

1.

This step, illustrat ed in F;gure 'D=3, A§pend1ﬂ D, 1éz
: similar to the step described in ‘the last report for .ase C
: taining the fall-to-spring Eonstancy of reliability .and

validity estimatES, 5331cally, the internal “consistency- ,.&
csefficients and vallélty @stimates obtained .for each measure -
foer each of the samples were ~compared and a-griteriomn of
constangy was applied to assess the stablllty of the f;gurea
across time (fall-1975, aprlng 1976, fall 1976) and across
samples (Céh@rt 1, Cohort 2) '

The data. apa1y515 pracadurés outllned in this chapter
and .in previous reports have been used to determ;né the, , .
psychometric chardcteristics of the child measurement C -
" Fattery for the samples actually tested in 1975%76 (CDhDIt .
1) ‘and 1976-77 (Cohort 2). These analyses also have a | .
broader goal:’ détérmlnlng the sufitability..of . thlS battery - * =
for any patantlal target prulatlanS of Chlldren that PDC ‘
mlqht serve 1in the future.” “Sincé data.are ﬁcw available
oh twowyseparate samPles from this larger populatlcn,
- comparison. of the reliability and validjty estimates may
‘suggest-more generally the appropriateness of the measures
-as tools for this-type of evaluation. Therefore, relia-
bility coefficients and validity estimates from the three
available time-points were examined with reference tqQ the
guestion of their constancy. In addition to assessing -
the constancy of reliability and validity estlmates, these
analyses may indicate the apPLDpflatenEES of” eventually
equating the English and Spanish versions of these measures
~ in order to relate scores on tests given earlier in one
.language to scores on the same -tests given later in the
salternate language. s ' ’ . '



- Step 4: Does the Factar Stzu:ture quport Expeatat;f ns?

o For bath,Eng115h= and Spanlsh domlnant samples, a

e prlnclpal gémpgnents factor analysis was performed on all ~.
7. scale: scores *found to be reliable for this time- pglnt. e

« " After varimax rotation, a table of factor loadings for RS
. - each'language.sample (English-dominant, Spanish-dominant) °
“was constituted. Factors were named or described on the —
basis of the constructs represented by.the tests having thé
hlghest loadings on each one. - Ccmparablllty of thegé fall

- - 1976 results to previous analytic results (fall. 1975, SN
.* . spring 1976)  was examlngd and cross- language sample comparlsans
.were made. The stru:ture of the battery and the stability -
of that structure wera “thus determined,; and 1mpllcatiﬁns ’
were“drawn for the - future. N , ,

# . N - -
-

s

e om . -~ F
X .

} Step 5: Are PDC and Camparlsan G:Dups Camparableﬁlif o

-

PDC and compaflson gfoups were flrst compared W1th;n g,“
.each site on all the scores produced by "the test baktery and
on variables fEPrESEﬂtlng backgﬁcuﬁd‘Eharacterlstlésp S(1E
. data were missing on any batkdround variable  for, mﬁré\fhan
° 25% bf ths ®hildren in either group,, that variable ﬁas
“omitted from the analyses*%or*thgse gebups.)” For .categorical
- varlables.(e g, ethnicity, sex), equa ity-of PRC vs. .
" ’Eomparlson group propgftlgns was evaluated by means Gf X* i
;anal{ses the, criterion for ccncludlnq that¢a group difference
existed® was a, statlstlcal 5lgn;flcance value of less than
.01 (p<.01).  Next, all groups weére combined atcross sites
into PDE and camgarlsgn aggregates and the same: anal&ses
) werg repeatea o Cw
. . - o . Pl s
“ ¢+ The resuits of the. w;thln slte camparlsonszgenérallge
to the prospect of. conductlng site-by-site anélyses of
pragram impact 1ni§he future; the results of éompaflsons of
the aggregated groups generalize to the pfospect of conducting
cross-site analyses. of impact. Interpretations of the results
address the basic question: Are PDC and comparison groups,
taken locally .or nationally., similar enough- to begin with
. that differences discovered in ‘the future can .be attributed

confidently to program 1mpa§t? .

R O

‘Gegrgla, wh;ch has no comparison group, was omitted from x
the within-site analyses described, but not from the
analyses of aggregated groups.
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éﬁggfﬁ; Are Sample Sizes and Ret2ﬁtldn Eates Adequat§

————— == it

Y In order to remain in the testlng sample from p@lnt to

point bf a longltudlnal study, children-from the @:;élnal L
PDC and comparison Head Start groups must be l@ééteé in a
des1gnated PDC.-or comparison elementary schaol respectlvely
in each@succ3551ve year of the study.  This- 1s-necessary f
o two reasons: .first, the nglSthS of testlng reguire a
. central testing location (or ho more than a few locations)
. so that administrative EDmpl%XltLES‘are minimized; second,
— the Impact Study 15 b351ca11y EDECELVEﬂ as a éamparatlve
Ehllézen remalnﬂln a Elngle treatmant can thelr pe:farmance -
_be taken as a ref}ectlan of that treatment. -
e R
. A check was made this fall on the number of children
fram the l975 76 testlng sample (CDhort 1) who, for thE'

approprlate schoal.; Sln:e these chllﬂreﬁ pfesumably cgme:
from ,the same populations as this vear's target” sample )
“(Cohort 2), the Heat] Start-to- klndergarten retention rate
obseryed for tha ‘earlier sample shoukd provide a sound
basis for prcjeatlng Cohort 2 retention. However, thé® ¢
‘,reténtion,rata for the first interval (Head Start to K) wiill
not necessarlly be the same .-as the :ateéi@r later. intervals
* «K.to 1, 1 to -2, 2,to 3). In fact, it nerally happens . ;
'_that the greatest loss occurs. in the transition from Head -
;Start to kindergarten. Thus thé figure %&présentlng Head
Start-to-kindergarten retention cannot simply be multlglled
‘by itself to project retention in later years. - Instead,:
7 _changes in the rate of retention must be taken into atcount.
' For the Cohort 1 retention figures, this was done in the '
way described in the next paragraph.:

: Last year and the'yeaf before, each site was asked to
prav1dé figures from previous years that documented the
number of children retained each year in the progression from
Head Start through grade 3. Using these flgures, a curve
- was drawn that described the mean observed rate of retention,
" across all sites, for eagh grade interval from Head Start
_throuyh grade 3. - This durve, shown in Figure 2, expresses
retention rate as the proportion of children fram dn~original
Head Start group who can be exp »cted to remain in a designated
Lam (i.e., PDC gr comparisomn) through each su222551ve
qrade? (The attrlthB;curve also shown in Figure 2 is of

7

[




, / ‘ " Figure 2 LA , )

. %Stimé:ﬁéd_='Retentian/,gtfgriti@ﬁ'-Cu:\fé, Head Start through N
¥ Grade’ 3, for Head Start Populatipris at PDC Sites, : ot
Based or' Data for Groups that P;g,eé%;ieé Cohorts 1 and 2 o
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= ( . . . - y . . 'E : : . :d‘
course the mirror image of the retention curve: % attrition =
100 - % retention.) To project future retention of the

Cohort 1 children now enrolled in kindergarten, the retention .,
figure obtained for the first interval’ (Head Start to K) N
'was weighted in such a way as to incorporate the general
trend observed for the earlier year groupg. Thus no matter
. - what the retention figure for any.Cohort 1 group in the-
Head Start-to-kindergarten interyal, the projections for
K to 1l, 1 to 2, and 2 to 3 describe a curve that parallels
the .curve for the papulation. “(So, for example, if any '
grbup's first-year retention figure was the same as that
for .the general, pafulatlon, -the curve that is extended from
that figure wil? (o] 1pq;de exactly with the general curve )
: &

YA

These prSjéet,cns provide the bas;s for forecastlng the
size' of the Cohort 2 PDC and comparison samples in later °
‘years of. the contemplated longitudinal study. For this " R
step, a table was constructed that began: w1th the actual »
umbers of childrén included in this year's PDC and comparison

testing Samples. ‘Next, for each Cohort 2 group the number ‘
was multlplled by .the ‘“successive, retent;an coefficients j
obtained for the appropriate Cohort 1 “group, adjusted as
described. This yielded estimates of the. actual number of
children likely to remain in:«PDC and comparison groups,
locally and nationally, for each prospective year of the

. evaluation. The 1mp11catlans of these .figures for future.
statistical analyses of PDC's effects are discussed in the
Findings and Conclusions’ chapter of thls report.

i
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Characteristics of the Samples

:J

General Description . , ;

=

- In fall 1976, 1;219 children were tested at 12 PDC sites
Table 1 shows the number of children who came from PDC &and °
comparison groups at each site, and describes the makeup of. -
each group in terms of the handicap status, éfﬁn1c1ty, sex, and
dominant language of its members. H : S

=a,

Natfall these chlldren entéred into the psychometric
‘analyses presented Pn this section, but the right~hand column
in Table 1 -shows the number that did. Children whose dominant
.language was other than English were excluded¥from the analytic .
sample, except in California and. Texas, where Spanish-dominant
children comprised a sample of their own; also excluded were .
children-with handicaps that were judged likely to impair test
pérfarman:e unduly. Handicap information came principally from
local Head Start recdrds. Table 2 gives the frequency of each
type of handicap reported among children in the full testing-
sample. Note that not all of these handlcags were judged to,
be sufficiently debilitating to warrant a child's"“exclusion
from the analytic sample. It is possible that those who have
been- excluded at this time will be incluaded in later analyses,
but for present purposes it is- preferablie to restrict the sampie
to those for whom the measures are likely to possess greatest ’
valldlty N ' - \

= ’ s 'ﬁg‘\

%'s B .
R E £

‘1in‘the'thirtéénthééite, Arizona, impact was assessed by case
study techniques rather than by testing, since testihg was
found to be unsuitable for the Navajo-speaking children there.
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thEFSamples; Fall 1976
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,Q-‘_ .;;, | |
- 7 i | Tab}erzi’ ;
= .. -Types and Frequencies of Hanﬂicams -
e . '~ ‘Reported Among Children in ‘the .
E ’ Full Testlng_gample (Total N =. ZZSSF
___Tyee . Freque (3 of Total)
, Phy51ca1 1mpa1rment o iié (Zg})
’AHear1ﬁg 1mpa1rment >6 ~ (0.5)
Speech impairment %3 (5;5) @
Visual impairment.- 12 (1.1) P
Emotional disorder . : o1 ) (0.1), |
Learning ﬂisaéi?i;y o ) 5- 6 o fé.ﬁ}
Chron1c illness , _- B 8 (0.7) )
77750ther, non- deﬁljjﬁat1ngb R S ) B
A11 typeéméomb1ned | o 1}E{7 ; (8.7)

vk

Note.

N L.

3This table exc1udes data from the Florida* sample, which were not -
available at the t1me of comp11at1cn : =

bA handicap of this type alone was not Judged suff1cient1y severe tD
warrant a child's exclusion from the testing sample.

29
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Children with multiple handicaps appear multiply in thisxtablgiiZS




. Comparability of PDC and Comparison Groups
_ Onice the final analytic samples had been established,
analyses were performed to determine. just how comparable the
PDC and z@mparlson groups really are 'at each site and in
‘aggregation.. . Both background characteristics and+test -
, performance werezexamlned and the results are shown in Table 3.
The background varlablés examined represent characteristics that
have been found ij past research to be related to school |
) performance. , (If the groups are not initially comparable on
. these dimensions, it is possible that the effects produced by
- PDC .will be masked by extraneous differences unless these
dlffgrenges are somehow taken into account.) :

1

: For eagh site and for '‘each variable appearing in Table 3,
- the assumption of PDC-comparison group equality was’ tested
statistically (using the chi-square technique for categorical
variables and t tests for metric variables). All available
data entered into each analysis,'m;aniﬂg that even if data
were missing for a particular child on one or more variables,
data obtained for that child on other variables did enter into
. . the respective analyses. A difference was declared to exist
{ ' between PDC and comparison groups if analysis indicated the
chance probability of the observed difference to be less than
one in 100 (p = .01). B . x - = :

. Slté level findings. .The asterisks 'in Table 3 mark"
Stdtlstlcally significant dlfferenceg between PDC and comparison

groups, the checks mark instances where the groups ‘can be
considered comparable or identical. :

At the individual site level the groups appear very .
similar; there are differences on background variables in only
. . one site. On performance measures, of the 13 comparisons made
(the Spanish- apd English-dominant samples in California and
Texas were teSted separately in. these analyzeg), ten showed.
either no .group differences or differences only on the POCL
or Height and Weight; only two sites had group differences on
more than one child measure. For details on the nature of each
statistically significant difference found at the site level,
see Appendix E_ .

For this analysis, data were

Aggregate level findings.
pooled for English- and Spanish-dominant children separately
by treatment group, resu 1lting in four groups: PDC-English,
'Compafgfﬁﬁ anllah PDC-Spanish and Comparison-Spanish.!
lstatistics are also shown in Table 3 [or an aggregation that
excludes Georgia, since Georgia has no. contemporaneous., camparlsan“
group to balance its PDC group in the aggregate. Exclysion. of
Georgia does not alter the results, however. The combined PDC

I
groups and combined compari oups appear to be 'in parallel

with or without the Georgia

m
oW
v
iy

A f\




Table .3 - N

Comparabilit y,@f PDC and Compar
and of Grou Aggrega :

" i : &
Key —_s1te
UL A < T T T ~
* = statistically sigaificant ] i ) P
group difference (p<.0l)" =8 -

»

YV = no significant difference’
between groups

? = data insufficient for
analysis

- = test not appropriate

*
-~
-Spanish

5| GEORGIA
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. A
Figures”3 and 4 ghaw the relative Staﬁﬁlng S5f the PDC and
comparison aggregates on certain background variables and
Figures 5 and 6 show. their relative standing on 13 performance
measures . plus three more backgraund varlablés As at the site
level, the similarities of the aggregated groups are more
prominent than their differences. In the English-dominant
sample, there are. no. 51gn1f1:ant group differences on- the
bagkgraund variables and only one difference in test performance.
In tﬁg Spanish-dominant Sdmple, the groups differed on wnly one
~ background variable, and tlere‘was no difference on any'of the .

" performance measures. 7 o, l ’ -

f‘ ) :‘H R
Analysis of '‘Attritioh Trends = R e .
, = v — o s -
D The first column .0f Tablé 4 ‘shows, far. ea:h dite and for

all sites collectively, the number of Chlldfen ‘that. were™
available for fall 1976 testing .in PDC and comparison Head Start -
centers. - These children constitute the full sample .0f Cohort 2, »
the cohort whose progress will be followed through grade -3 if
. . the PDC ev%luatlan is extended longltudlnally On the average,
&;thése group; are dbout 9 smaller than slte Qtaff had’estimateﬂ
can be found in Interlm Réport IV Volume l August 1976).
Moreover, the mean retentiétn rate’ determined this fall for." o
Cohort 1 ehildren (Cohort 2's pilot-year predecessors, now in-
kindergarten) is lower than was anticipated. To restate these
findings on sample size and attrition: Cohort 2 is smaller than .
5% it was expected:-to be, and since it is likely to follow Cohort 1l's
attritcion:pattern, its §&zé is llkely ‘to diminish faster than
was anticipated. These findings ‘are’ expanded and discussed in
the remainder of this section. : .

.

had béen gathered earlier on past retention -

. [The data ‘that
" rates '‘at each site showed that, on the average, 68% of the

f@ur‘yEdragld childreh eﬂrolled in a given Head Start center

went on ta enr@ll in k;ndargartén ‘at - the expectéd scbaol the

following year. Among “Cdjort.1l children, however, “the" Hlead Start-,

to= k;ndergarten retention! figure is considerably lower-=61%.

And because this is the flgure that provides the basis for - .

(ﬁ;proge&tlng the number .0f Cohort 2 children likely to remain .

-~ in future years, thokse pijectedénumbEIQ, taog are smaller than
arllér projections. ” T

ﬁt is ;mpa:tdnt to note that the number of PDC and-com parizon

chlldrgn Whﬂ wll"dctudlly be ava;lable for testing 1ngthe future
is> llk?ly to be

of reasons. Flfst; the figures shown in Table 4 represent

en lower-than these projections, for a number:

children in the full sample. Although all these children Eaﬁlﬂ Ll
be tested, ZQDSld;E,tan of handicap dﬂd language Eactars would

E

. .j

, A
' ’ R Y




Figure 3 o /
Background Characteristics of Aggregated Analytic Samples
of English-Dominant Pbcigndfcgmparisdn Children
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Figure 4

Ea@kgﬁ@und Characteristics of Aggregated Aﬁélytié'%amgles
of Spanish-Dominant PDC and Comparison Children
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- ’ | . F lgure 5 R BRI
" Mean Standard Scores of Aggregated-énalytic Samplés of English-Dominant PDC ‘
‘ and Comparison Children on Selected Demographic and Performance Measures

P = Mehn of POC children (N = 530) - | ' / . 3 Significant
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-| . lFl‘gure 6 PR ‘ , .‘ i j :;l f .

| gtan ard Scores of Aggregated Analytlc SamplES of Sganlsh Deminant PDC
| | (o paTLEDH Children on Selected' Demographic’,and' Performance Measures
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‘Table 4

~ Projected Retention of Cohort 2 Children for Each
B Year of the Prospectiver Longitudinal Study

—1976-77 _ _1977-78 1978-79 _ 1979-80  T1980-8F-
Head Start K -1 2 3
%W LN b N L N % N

e
el PDC 1000 44 70 31 59 26 54 24 44 19
Jatifornia eomp | 100 40 42 17 35 14 32 13 26 10 )
o PDC 100 65 49 27 41 25 38 21 31 17 (-
Cgl%fador Comp | 100 32 42 15 35 11 32 10 - 26 & |

oec | 100 Ve 50 28 42 2a 39 22 \@32 |
| Comnecticut conp 1 100 Se_ 42 24 35 20 32 .18 36 15
lorida  p POCCL 1000 47 31 15 26 12 24 11 w20
loridd o comp | 700 -39 65 g5 55 21, 50 20 41

Georgia - PDC | 100 46 ‘77 55 65 30 59 27 49 23

lowa POC | 100 s0 51 26 43 22 39 20\ 32 16
o ) Comp 100 o4 38 2l 32 17 29 16 24 13

Marvland e 100 42 73 32 61 20 56 25 446 20
irytang Comp 100 58 77 45 65 38 59 34 749 28

Michioa  POC 100 66 86" 7. 72 48 66 44 54 36
'ChT9an v comp |- 100 ‘64 69 44 58 57 53 34 43 28 |-

Texas PDC 100 64 - 84 54 71 45 65 42 53 34
= Ads Comp 100 57 76 43 64, 36 59 34 48 2
Utah PDC 100 68 62 42 52 35 48 33 39 27
= ~ Comp 100 &1 36 22 30 18 28 17 23 14

dnshington  POC |, 100 58 62 +s6 52 s 48 28’ 39 23
MHashINGLon - comp | 100, 76 70 53 59 45 54 - 41 44 33
‘West Virqinia POC | 100 46 55 25 46 21 42 - 29 35 16

st Virginga comp | 100 37 73 27 61 23 56 .21 46 17

DE e PDC 100 644. 63 408 584 345 49 316 4
AGGREGATE Comp 100 575 58 334 49 280 45 258 3

T DA

N

i

NOTE: "%" represents proportion of original group rgmaining, "N" represents

: size of group remaining. In the 1976-77 column, ¥ =.original sample
size and % =700, necessarily. The. fiqures in successive columns gre
‘projections based on the actual 1976-77 figures.

- . =,
e | N
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-
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require the elimination of some children from the analytic
sample, which is the source of the data used for statistical
analysis. Of the 1,219 children in the full Cohort 2 testing

. sample, 1l24--about 10%--were excluded from the analytic sample
for reasons of handicap or language. And of the remaining 1,095,
92 comprise the Spanish-dominant analytic sample, leaving 1,001
children (82% of the original 1,219) in the sample that provides
the basis for most analyses. Thus, when examining the year-to-

" year sample size progectlons shown in Table 4, it should be
kept in mind that, iw?the aggregate, only dbout 82% of the
children who are Stlll present at any point in-the future will
Eﬂtef into aﬁalyses based on English language test data.

m

There @ay&ehQWEver b@ some compensations. Some handicaps
may be overcome bringing seme of the children who are now
excluded because|of handicaps back into the analytic sample, ,
%ad some of the children who are now Spanish-<dominant may later
bac@me members of the English-dominant sample. But such increments
are likely to be offset by other decrements, primarily-due to
;abgencg from school at testing time and refusal to cooperate--
refusal on the part of the child, the child's parents, or school
officials. (Of the Cohort 1 children tested in.-fall 1975,

3% could not be tested the following spring for reasons other
than departure from school, and these reasons. included absence
andy refusal.)

Taking théSe factors into consideration, the number of PDC

| ‘comparison children from Cohort«2 who are likely to remain

in the analytic sample of English-dominant children through grade 3
can be estimated atgabout 383 (212 BDC children, 171 comparison
children). Estimated 51m11arly, the number of Childrén likely

to remain for that period 'in the Spanish-dominant sample 1is

about 34 (18 PDC 16 éompafigon childreﬁ) What Eh@se projéctiong

i 1ﬁ'the ConzlugLons cfapter

A note on the attrition StatLSth% repdﬁt@d for lﬂleldual

51trs'ﬁ Thz PIO]ECthﬂg shown in Table 4 canxbe Expected ta be

This is because “the factorg afféctlﬂg IPtEnthﬂ within sites may
not operate consistently from year to year. For example, a change
e in school attendance boundaries ceuld mean that a large proportion
of *a kLﬁﬁergartP,*’ear PDC sample might not return to the same
school for first grade. Yet since boundaries are unlikely to be
changed every year, retention of the rest of that sample from
grade 1 to grade 2 would probably be proportionally greater.

r-g
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e

The Flarlda PDC site was affected by such an ozaurrance
last year. A large fraction of thé children from the,Cthrt
1 PDC Head Start group were assigned unexpectedly to a non-PDC
elementary school for their kindergarten year because of
over-enrollment in the PDC school. Arrangements have been made
at that site to ensure that this will not occur for Cohort 2
children. But it is probable that such events will ogcur at
other sites in coming years (in Iowa's, site, for example, a
busing plan is under consideration that would alter present
school attendance patterns, and this might affect retention of
Cohort "2 children at that site). It is.assumed that these
occurrences will av%%age out across S;tes, maklng the aggregate K
projectiong
}ﬂleldual sltes. A s

L
Ky

?% Characteristics of the
\%A! Indlv;dually Admlnlstéred Instruments
i = - —

Reliabilitly for Cohort 2 in Fall 1976
‘Table 5 -summarizes findings on the reliability of all but
two of the instruments included in the fall battery. (The
Preschool Interperscnal Prablem—SQ;ving Test is not included
in this table becaysg) its s¢oring is not amenable to.computation
of alpha, and tHe ng¢lhability of the PDC Classroom Observation
System-is treated e sewhere in this chapter.) The coefficients
of internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) were (computed separately
for the respective analytic samples of English-dominant and
Spanish-dominant children, K aggregated-across sites. As Table 5
‘.zshov\xs,,i all the scales in the English and Spanlsh test batteries
‘meet the preset reliability criterion--an alpha :oeff-Q%ent of
.65 or higher. :

COnstancy Df REllablllty Across Time and Cohorts

Table & prééents_camparlsons of réliabilltgyaoefficients
(Cronbach's alpha) for the two-cohort, three~time-point data
currently available. An inspection of this table suggests an
ordering of the measures inhto three classes: those with fairly-
constant reliability coefficients, those that show increasing
géliability across time-points, and those that show decreasing
Teliability across time-points. . = .

Measures that show constant rPlLabllltX- The BSM-English,
Block Design (adm' ~istered in the fall only to both cohorts),
Verbal Fluency, \ .bal Memory-3, and POCL-Total appear quite
stable acrdss time and across cohorts for both the English- and
Spanish~dominant samples. : , .




Table 5 ' 3 .

. Reliability of the Child Measures:2
Cronbach's Alpha (Internal Consistency)

=g - e
) for Fall 1976 Head Start Children’
Canbach 5 A1pha'
Measures . EngTish-Dominant Spanish-Dominant
T f\L, y | _Children . Children
- . n r. n .o
COGNITIVEf{LANGUAGE =~ - = . —=
. Bilingual\Syntax,Measure-English| 997 .84 39~ .93

Bilingual Syntax Megsure- Span1shb - 16 © .95 89 .88

‘Block\Jesign (WPPSI) 999 .77 94 .82
) Verbal ¥ luency  (MSCA) 975 .78 92 . C.81.
B Verbal Memory-1 (MSCA) 997 .85 94 .89

Verbal- Mema#y 3 (MSCA) 989 .82 93 .84

‘Draw-A-Child (MSCA) , 978 .84 92 .78

PSYCHOMOTOR. .

Arl Coordination (MSCA) 976 .65 89 . .73

- SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL

POCL-Total (High/Scope) ] t001 . .95 T oa .97

POCL-1 (High/Scope) 1001 .35 94 .96

POCL-2 (High/Scope) 1001 .90 94 96

e E | o o ia.‘

Twa instruments are not 1nc1uded .the scoring the Preschool Inter—

Ipersonal Problem Solving Test dbes not'lend itself t computing alpha,

-~ and the reliability of the Classroom Observation Syste&m was determined
[ “differently.

K
¢
i
1

bTexas and California only (Bi1ingua?/5icu1tura§ Demonstration Sites).

, 40 _ ’ > '
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& | R o Tablé 6

. Camparlsgns of Reliability (Iﬁternal C@n51stency) .
7 &ﬁé_: ‘. for Cohort 1 (Tested Fall 1975 and Spring lQ?éz o

o - and Cohort 2 (Tested Tall 1976) . o
5 o L T Cronbach's Alpha
) , , Engllsh =Dominant Spanlsh Dominant
7 P 7 Samgle ’ Sample
] B . (1 - "1 TFall Spring Fall. Fall Spring Fall
t Measures | 1975 1976 1976 | 1975 1976 1976
Bl]lﬁgual Syntax Mgasur ~English ) .82 .88 84 | .93 55> .93
ﬁ : ' (691)% (430) (997) | . - (17)  (10)  (39)"
, Bilingual Syntax Measure-Spanish .88 - ©.95 xi .96 .76 .86
T - (13) ! (16) | (85) (70) (89)
Block Design _ .75 .78 .77 1 .80 -~ .82
N ' ' (724) " T (80) (939) 1 (87): - (94)
Verbal Fluency o .75 74 .76 728 .71 .81
. (726) (458) (875) (87) (68) (92)
Vérbal Mém@ry—lb ; ) Yr%?  .64 .73 .35 .67 - .84
SR (724)  (435) (997) | . %$7) (94)
Verbal Memory-3 - .85 .83 .82 T4 == .84
: : . - (725)"  (434) (989) (87) (93)
Arm Coordination® 54 .62 .65 58 .76 .73
(738) _(457) (8976) (87) (67) (89)
Draw-A-Child o .82 .74 .84 81 .67 .78
B f (737)  (456) “7978) (87)  (67) (92}
POCL-Total .90 93 .95 87 .94 .97
i . (718) (462) (1001) (87) (70) (94)
AN - ' ;, _ _ . L — R _
N bors inzﬁaréﬂthﬁﬁég are sample sizes on which coefficients 1rexﬁ? ed.
bCh§nge in content in fall 1976 (see text). ‘ R B : 'E(r
"Change in ELDginf:p rocedure for fall 1976 (see text) . T . ;f' .él




A Measures that sh@w 1ncr6351ng reliability. ~Changes in

content and scoring, respectively, on Verbal Memory-1 and
~Arm Coordination have resulted in higher reliability coefficients

for both language samples, taking into account the apparent
trend toward increased reliability of the measures in the
spring. (That is, internal consistengy Has tended to be higher

~ in spring than in fall, so in comparihg spring 1976 and fall 1976

- coefficients, some allowan:e must be made for this trend.)

. 'Measures that show de2f2321ng reliability. Dnly one scale,
Draw-A-Child, falls into. this class. As noted in the August )
1976 "Impact Study Report, most children obtain near-maximum
E*GDEES on this measure as they approach ages -5 and 6; and as

iance 'in item and total. scores diminishes, so must the

ar
éllablllty cpefficient. An alternative td the standard
Carthy SCOrY 1ng pracedure is ava;lable that is more sen51t1ve

i

zhi g

:by oldar chlldEEﬁ and thlS pracedure will be explared as a
means of restarlng reliability of the measure for ;hildren at
levels higher than Head Start. . :

lldlt

l:
s

All of the 1ngtruments whose reliability was examlnéd

in the preceding sections show acceptable evidence of validity

1
for use with Head Start children, as discussed below.

The validation procedures (described more fully in the
Methods section of this report) involved determining the expected
relationship of each measure with each other -one, then comparing
these expectatioms‘'with the relationships that actua¥lly appeared
‘in the data. Under this convergent- -discriminant method of
assessing validity, the assumption is made that if &n instrument
is actually measuring the construct it was 1ntendéd to measure,
the results will correlate highly with other measures of the same
general construct, will correlate moderately with measures of
similar constructs, and will not correlate at all with measures ~
of independent constructs. Table 7 displays the matrix of -
expeched relationships. Tables 8 and 9 contain the actual o
correlations for English- and Spanish-dominant samples of Head
start ¢hildren, combined across groups and sites, for the fall
1976 festing period, (Note that the actual correlations are
presented for gomd measures that do not appear in the hypothesized
matrix-~{POCI subscales, height, and weight--because no expected
relationship was stated.)

42




[

Mrable 7

"Hypathesized Correlation Matrix
for PDC Child Measures

. 3

__ CHILD MEASURES _

EBM—EﬂqllShﬁ .

Spanish

-

| Block Desigon

| Werbal
| Fluency

Verbal o
Memory-1 - |

Verbal
| Memorvy—-3 .

| braw-A-Child |

' Coordination

| Brmn

| POCL-Total
ot

BSM-English/Spanish

oW s — e i _ _ _
U : _ '
g Block Design (WPPSI) | Med | 1.00
g_ : '_._i'v - e = | _ _ — L _
q Verbal Fluency Med | Low | 1.00
I' 3 7;:"; — = _.;.: —_ 7_‘7_ — N - [ ———— p— _——— —
E Verbal Memory=1 Med | Low | Med | 1.00 .
. E — o x _ N P _ w}. ) i} _
- & |Verbal Memory-3 Med { Low | Med |Med {1.00
, 8 — - I e —— — —
- Draw-A-Child Low | Med | Low |Low |Low .|1,00
ST T N -1
A , N ol .
$ 5 |"Arm Coordination 0 0 0| 6|0 lrow 1l1.00 o
PIPS Low | Low | Low | Low Low |Low 0 1.00

SOCIAL-
EMOT IONAL

Med

Med

. ™ w »
[y R W
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Table 8 '
 Intercorrelations of Child-Measures for Enq115h=Dﬂanant bample
o POC Fall Data, 1976 R
o4

‘Fﬁm_ﬂﬁgliﬂn ]

:;’EIJL Coob s o I -

'U"E-i." T XL

Verbal

| Memory-7

“r

ool  rpet oo,

i
oo

S i gt

CHILD. MEASURES

| Memory -1

;ﬂrawhﬂgﬂhildm

FoCL—Totel

O Lo L

| Hed gt

. |BSH-English 1.00 ty I
" |Block*Design .28 ) ) AL
g | twest) - gy | 100 | B
g — — — e — s e — — M— T - ] s -
2 |verbar Fluency |, :38 | .29, o
Y reea) | qegd). |0
i o —— - - v_-_ -. - = = a—— —— = -~ e S — —
'F*: _ o 128 lé 29 3 = .
5 |Verbal Mesory-l | -7 (13) |tog) | 20
E‘- - . i —— - — i — . i —— N— -
= T B .25 1 b1 il
G [Yerval Memory-3 | igoay | ta0s) (885) |(o05) |:2:00 | N 0o
L — — — - — — = _ _ -
o .L;L_» .3b 20| .2 - _
pravep-chila | | ML _.E =T oo "
‘ (893) | (395) |(695) |(893) |(ss6) | L |
é ﬁ - 0 h h | 8 7 7._7?_ N 0’ L] | !’F‘_
= X T : ' 2 -l ilE D -Gﬂ U4
& = Coordination| . , o
§ & |hm Coordtoationf o | oo | agn) - (830) | (s84) | (352) | | L+0
g‘f?_ _ .— a L - B i R - S .
| _ *"_i " ) ;7371_.77 . -éﬂ i !3;7 125 =5 :31" 7 .23 DE l G‘.
417 Law | ames) |isas) |ass) | dbs) | code) | [ces) || 20| ] A
e e | el s || 3| %]
PR T 1) | (ass) (e3) [(023) | (a0sy | (696) | | (853) | |(806) |10 | . 7
@ Lo || 22 | | . S TR A N
31 Y913) | (318) |(895) rgzs)___(gasg (896) | | (893) | |regg) |(o28) |10 | 4
5[ T el | 08 .30 | 30 | .2k .| o8| .2 L83 e
@ |l (813) | 1916) |(895) |(13) |(305) | (896) | | (893) ||(896) :| (926) | (91) | 1:00 e
—T 05 | A2 .45 ] a1 ] o o] 15 T T T 09 .08 [ ]
Weight (901)" [ (903) |(899) [(901) |(893) | (8s1) | | (388) (891) (904) | (504) | (304) |} 1.00 |

Height

.03
(838)

lh/ .

fgﬂl)

17
(391)

aé

1

13

(ESQJ

.06
(302)

05
(5&*)

R
{§§2)

0
(902)




| ~ “Table 9 :
Intersnrrelatlans of Ehlld Measures far EpaﬂlshuDamlnant Sampleé
PDC Fall. Data, 1976 o Co

i

CHILD HEAEUREE

|Elnck Doeegidgmy . -

T Werbeal

Mwmmry-l

Woe Tl

- e T B

Ao
e rd i m et 3 o,

FIES

|
If
[PoCL~Total

A Ju

Tweignt

Hoe 4 gt

i B
2 | ESM-Spanish

_wnrnyhﬁ—ﬂhiiﬂ

. fPocL-

i —1 - -
%f; BEM- Spanisn ' , N
N —_— — N A :- I B I R 8
8 Elggk Eggigﬂ 28 . Loo fﬁ ' _
2| (weest) (6s) | da ;
, g ) - _33 38 R o o B o N 1
3 ijﬂ_ Fl_“f_“ii 8) | (2) V00| | o
S AN AN ] T T
H _ A2 -37 !h3 iy
%vgrm et ey | gan. | o) |00 )
o f, oo koA | ke | . '
red ey |y || gy | s | 26 o
prawednglg | 2| 2 BT
, (88) | (92) | (92) | (s2) | (01) | 100 a
% : Arm é;ﬁfdinatié; 5‘3% 18 .09 | 12 1 0411 1.00 oy
-_HE U dsey | vee) | (690 | cae) | (sa) | (88) || I\ 7
el B I IS S S ) .
- NP R BT T R : I A R L B2
LHE-E' e | csz) {2 | cs2) | qa) | ca2) || ces) | O I

S T L e ERRC T X AT

. PQCL-Tﬁtal

(54)

{92)

5

—

{84)

s
(93)

TIi‘

LA

— .10

(89)

a0 ]
11.00

(Eg)

FOCL=1 «

W16

(9]

.28
(32)

K
(94)

T

(93)

A7
(52)

12
(89)

38
(92)

99
(94)

POCL-2 "

—

| (5

16
(92)

.20

(34)

L1

'(551

07

' (92)

o
(89)

(92)

.30

.93,
(94)

1,00 |

Yelght

T

(90)

19 ]
(85

— _

{80)

(89,

AT

.ol
68)

¢ 10

- (88)

21

(38)

03
o)

-1l
f?ﬂ)

Helght = 7

- (30)

.23

@)

—
(80)

12

(85)

23

(45)

(5)

W1

.20

03

(SS) 1

(?ﬁ)

13
=1

IQBJ

(50) | 1

Asample size for each correlation is shown in parentheses.
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Thé more consistent the expected: and the actual relationships

,are for any measure, the stronger the basis for-assuming measure-

mentgvélld;ty Under thisg précedure, degree of validity is

expressed in terms of the mean absolute deviation of expected

frgm.actual fela@;cnshlpi F@r example, if it was expected .-
easure A with Measure B would fall in

the range defined as "medium" -but. it actually fell in the low’ :

range, this f%presentéd a deviation of 1l unit from the expectatlanﬁ)

'Devlatlans yere summed and averaged to*praduce a4 validity index

for each medsure. : The deviations for the current testlng perlcrds
are Shawn in Tables 10 and 11. < o 4.

1;

Flgure 7 presents profiles of the indexes sa,ébtéinei'fér

" each measure at each of the three testing periods (fall 1975,

spring 1976, anc fall 1976) for the English- and’Spaﬁishedéminant“

samples of Head st children. A mean deviation of 1 or less -
was accepted -as evidence of ualldlty (deviations could thééretically
range from 0 to 6). Accorddng to this criterion, all the instru--

.ments examined are acceptably valid for Head Start children, as

evidenced by the stability of their valldlty indexes across two,
Echarts and three time- p@lnts. o §

Charaéter;stlis Determined. from Past Reporting Perlads*

Sensitivity to Change, Suitability for Older Chlldren, and
Relatlanshlp to Social Campetence g

The preceding sections of thiis rEQOrt'hgve dealt with the
rellablllty and validity of the child measures based upon results

. of fall 1976 testing and upon earlier PDC testing. ' Alth@ugh the

fall 1976 data cannot be used at this time to examine two other
¢critical test characteristics (seﬁs;t;v1ty to change and suitability
for use with older children)’, it: is appropriate at this point to
review what we have learned. about these characteristics from the
1975-76 testing gerladsi e
Since the Im@aét Study will depend wpc - the PDC- battery
of ‘measures to detect change that &an be & suted "to program
dlfféféﬂcé%, several analyses—pased on fall .975 and spring 1976
data weré devoted to determining the extent to which the measures
included in the battery are sensitive to chahge. The results
of those analyses were considered’ to be only estimates of the
sensitivity that the measures are likely to show in the future.
(In fact, the results are probably under-estimates because of a
;h@rt fall-to*spring interval and some test revisiohs that took

é.

pla c between testing periods.)

Ly
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ﬁ1‘+ﬁ -3: Correlation was specifi ed number of levels l@ger than hypgthealzed




'*f;**>&'“ Conie Table 11 L

- T . T it
_ _ _ . Yl e E e . .

4 ,3;,-

=DEVLat;§ns Qf Child Measure Carrelatlcns from Hypathes;zea Cérrelatians,
| P R '+ Spanish-Dominant Sample
T - - PDC Fall Data, 1976

L
|
[

[
|
I
I
|
|
|
I

| Memory—3

S Y

"

e

1 pocL-Total

| pIPS

| arm L% -
| coordination
Mo

i

Aﬂldﬁk.ﬂuﬁiqn

{ Verbal

| 'Fluency
Werbal _

| Memory—1

| BSM-Spanish -

‘ 1B rhal

lul "

e ¢ CHTLD MEASURES

i

R L-BSM= Spaﬁlsh

A,

Bl@ck DEalgH {WePs ) -1 o A I B

| kﬁfbal Fluency

¥

verbal Memory=-1 +1 | 0

b
(a
verbal Memory-3 ;b

L
]
[

COGHNITIVE~-LANGUAGE

Craw-A-Child

S ._i;—_—f—_.;f_j_ = .,_,_,_, =

= —‘. = - 53{
| {

| Arm Coordination ., | 0 si

| psvcHO-| |
MOTCOR |

pres B I R T S I N IO N O

S T L~
EMOTTOMAT,
i
I
|
|

POCL-Tofal

=
- -

— 7 , _ . , | ¢
0: Correlation was within hyp@fhetl?ed range . :
+1 to +3: ‘Correlation was specified number of levels higher: than hyp@th231zeﬂ
-1 to -3: Correlation was specified number of levels lower than hypothesized

g ’ : - b . .

Xd {




-

EEPRIE Y - : s ' - '

. Figure 7 - 4 . ' :
. : .. * - e
Validity Profiles for Child Measures, for two Head Start

Cohorts at a I@taL of Three Time Points , .
. P S AN - ‘ s
o ' C@bést 1. Cohort 2

- : —__Fall 1975 _Spring 1976 . [ Fall 1976
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o
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The brakéﬁ llﬂé réPresents the level (l O)
abavg which deviations are considered excessive. (The
range of theoretically possible deviations extends from
0 to 6.)
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to détermlne ‘the age relatedﬂess of the measures (a substantlal

.- relationship was expected for most measures). Next, a paired

S

(or correlated) t test was calculated for the ﬁlfference between.
the fall mean score and the spring mean score on each measure '
to ascertain if the scores increased szgn;flcaﬁtly from jfall to
sprlng Flnally, a zegr2551gn pr@cedure was used t@ de ermlne

greater tﬁan the expected or predlcted, spring mean. This
pracedure would ascertain whether children gained at-least as

much as they were expectéd to. gainwever the given tlme lgterval.
‘'he results of the analyses were more critical for some measures
th;n for Dthéfs._ For example, SCGIES on the Chlld Rat;ng Scale
seore’s oh the Dther measures, since the :atlﬁgs were bé;ng made
relative to other children in the same age group. And while o,
these ratings were expected to change from fall to spring, they
were not expected to change in a consisted up-or-down diréctiang

e

Correlations with age. The z@frelatlans of each of the
<measur res with child age at the time of testing tHended to be low,
positive, and significant, with coefficients generalLy around

.15 to" .30. They had not, in fact, been expected to-be much ‘ 1)
higher, since the measures would not be useful for a program '
evaluation if they were related only to age rather than to

‘differential experience. The only non-significant correlations

(other than for WPPSI Block Design, see below) were within the
Spanish-dominant sample, and although these correlations werit}<
not substantially lower thaq they were in the'English domina
sample, they were -not statlatlcally significant due tothe
smaller size of the Spanish-dominant sample.

age. This correlation was hot expected to be negative/ but
neither was_it expected to be significantly positive, |because
it is presumed to he a measure of general ability, a twait that
is likely to remain invariant over short intervals. No ®thef*
sensitivity-to-change tests could be performed for Block Design
because it was given at only one time-point.

Fall-to-spring :hangé.i t tests. The Bilingual Syntax
Measure-English showed a non-significant increase for Spanish-. ! v
dominant children. The sample sizes, however, were extremely
small (5 and 4); so the measure may or may not be sensitive
to change .(at least for this short a time period) when the
language of the test is not the chle's primary language. All
other child measures showed a S,gﬂ;FlPdﬂt fall-to~spring increase.

I'TIK
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Ea;; to-spring change. regress@an analysls. . For® four

“of the child measures (BSM-E, Draw=AkChild, Verbal Fluency,
and Verbal Memory-3), R? values (repr entlng predictive pﬂwgi)
were comparable for fall and spring regr2551on equations which
(related child status variables (age, sex, ethnlalty,,preschagl
,xperlenze, -and s;bl;ngs) +to child score on the measure. . For

sh of these four measures, theraf@re an. expected spring score
- was Ealculatéd based on fall score, étus on baakgrcund variables,
and spring_age. For Draw-A-Child, Verbal Fluency,'and Verbal
Mémcry; the actual spring mean was greater than the expected
sprlng mean;-i.e., the children gained more on tﬁé measures than

was expected as a function of thei¥ increase in age. For all
fDur of the measures, ‘more. than half of the thldren Dbta;ned an

ex”eztggrsp:;ng score. These results lmpiy that the tests ‘are
sensitive to change that is -due to educatipnal experience in '’
adﬁltlan to experience that is simply a functlgn of increased age.
The fact that this analysis was not perfafmed for the other :
measures' does not mean that those tests are not sensitive to

such change; they were excluded ‘bgcause the assumptions underlying
he calculation of the predicted [spring score did not appear
genable for those part;cular tesys.

. : S -
Summagy of sen51t1v1ty to ¢ ange. Based on the results s

of the three analyses discussed above, it was concluded that

all of the child measures being used in the 1976-77 PDC evaluation

are in fact sensitive to change, within the developmental tange

represented in the 1975-76 Head Start sample. [§

3
. Suitability of the 1nstfument§vfg;7use in_the higher grades.

Part of the task of a¥sessing the usefulness of tle child measures

(\ for the PDC evaluation has been to determine how suitable .they for

\g;iéb children in k;ﬁde:garten through grade 3 as well as for use
h

Head Start children. -During the 1975-76 testing periods,
approximately 25 children per grade (kindergarten through grade 3)
were tested in the Georgia site as part of the cross-sectional
design there. 1In addition, 30 third graders were tested in
Maryland. This information was used to determine how suitable the
instruments can be expected to be for future use at those grade
levels, as will be necessary if the evaluation is extended.

Conclusions about the suitability of the child measures for
use in. kindergarten through grade 3 were based on four factors,
which were considered at each grade level: respons€ distributions
on the items of each measure,.mean scores on each measure,
reliability (internal cons lst?ncy) of the measures, and validity
of the measures. The criteria of aFLCpt%DlllLi for these four
factors were ‘as follows: '




to be use
with modil

Response distributions: An item was considered)
not to be useful at a given grade level if more
_than 75% of the children at that level received*
the-maximum score for the item. . . :

= - B . % -
Mean sca;;g, Mean scores Shﬁuld 1nzrease systemat;c ly
across age levels, except for the ratlng scales,
addition, if the mean score at any level was gréater B
than 80% of the total possible score for: the ¥est;
the measure was CDnEldEfEd unsultable for ch;l ren of ¢
that age.

4

AT e

Rel;ablllty and valldlty,i The criteria for these two:
factars were essentlally Fhe same as those applied to’
git sample dlscussed prev1cuslyi

LY
ul thraugh gpade 3, either in their present forms or
ication.  Each Ehild measure is dicussed bél@w.

Basg? on these four fact&rs, most of the measures appea

Arm Qgﬁrdlnatlan-* All six items were useful, based’
on response distributions, from Head Start through
grade 2, and only two items were not useful at.grade 3.

‘The mean scores increased acceptably across age levels'ég

and dld not réach a ce111ng on the measure: Thg iny

carfelatlan 1evels is rather 1arge at grade 2. Haweve:,
the deviations appear to peak at grade 2 for all of the
measures, so this sample may not accurately represent
the general population. Arm Coordination is therefore
judged to be suitable for all graﬂe levels.

|

BSM-English and BSM-Spanish: These measures will
probably be suitable for the evaluation through

grade 3. Intermediate grddes were not tested on

these measures, so not enough information is available
to make a definite decision regarding them. The mean -
scores and validity profiles are acceptable. The
number of non-useful items (12 or 18 at grade 3 for
the English version) and the third-grade internal

consistency (alpha = .58) appear to bexprablematlci

Draw-A-Child: Scores on th;s measure approach the
maximum by grade 1, making it unusable in its present
form beyond kindergarten. The problem with this test,
however, appears to be in 'the scoring rather than in
the nature of the task. We have reduced the complexity
of the scoring from that recommended by the test author.




- . in @rder to make use cf the valuable 1nfcfmat1an-'
‘ L4 that the draw1ngsgsf older children can provide.

. With a change in scoring procedures, Draw-A-Child

is expected to be suitable for use across the age .

.range that will be spanned by a Jlongitudinal study

of PDC. , / :

® PIES!- Based on all four céﬂSidérati@ﬁs,’th; EIES
is judged to be- sultab;jffpr use at all grade levels
of the evaluation. » » . ..

1 2

e POCL and Child Rating Scale: Both rating scales

' are judged to be suitable for use at all grade levels.
Mean scores, alphas, and validity appear to be ,
_ v " acceptable. Thé response distributions are acceptaiﬁé
- - but tend to be unusually centrally distributed for the
POCL for grades 1 through 3 (which may be attributable
to the particular testers who assigned the rat1ngs—=th"

"will be investigated in the future).

e Verbal Fluency: Based on all four caﬂsiaefatiaﬁs,
Verbal Fluency is judged to be. suitable for use at
all grade levels.

e Verbal Memory-1: This test produces scores very
near ceiling at Head Start, and last spring was .
found to be unusable beyond kindergarten because
most of the children received the maximum score.
Accordingly, for fall 1976 testing two items were
added to the original four; the added items.:were
constructed on the models of the original word
strings, but being lgnger, present a more difficult
task. Logically, this should result in a test

' ceiling that will be reached by fewer older children,
but this pr0§Q51t1@n has not been tested. Among
this year's Head Start children, though, the internal
~consistency Df this scale was higher than it was
for last year's Head Start children.

® VerbalrMmery 3: Based on all four considerations,
Verbal Memory-3 is judged to be suitable for use
at all grade levels to be spanned by the evaluation.

Relationship to social competence. Since the PDC battery

- was caﬁstltuted with the intent of providing for measureéement of
the traits that comprise social competence, san analysis was
performed for the last Impact Study report that examined the

relationship of spring 1976 test scores (for Cohort 1 and higher-grade
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-samples) to ad hoc rite:ia‘éf social competence.- .The criteria’
‘were established by factor analyzing ratings from the PDC:

Chi-ld Rating.Scale and the Pupil Observation Checklist (PQCZ) -y
instruments Eompleted by each. child's teacher and tester =~

" respectively--then, on. the basis of the results, creatlng —
,factor -scores for eagﬁ@chlld that represented.his qQy- her us
‘on. each of the "soclal competence" factors. The Child rat;ng e
_Scala and PDCL were Ehcsen as géurces of the praxy crlterlé

' afE based up@n DbSEIV&tanSwOf ‘each Chlla's behav1cr in a
varlety of formal and informal sdituations, and thus logical
come close to representing measures of the chlld 5 everyday
P effectlveness "oi. e., gsocial competence. gm’
. ; .
) . k- -
The object of the analysis (a 11near regress;cn p:@ cedure)

was to dete:mlne;?he magﬁltude of the relationship existi n'd

‘between the tests/ included in the PDC battery‘and the "social ..

‘competence" criteria. The. more. relevant the tests are to - -
social competence, the stronger the :glatlonshlp expected. The
tests that entered into thg analysis included BSM-English, Arm
Coordination, Draw-A-Child, Verbal Fluency, Verbal Memory-1, :
Verbal Memory-3, and the PIPS5.- All of these except Arm" %r
Cga;d;natlan were found to be éubstantlally associated with the
collective "social cam§etenze“gcr;terlai RZ values. rangéﬂefrom
.1\7 for BSM-English to .37 for the PIPS; R? for Arm Coordination .
wads .05. For children in the higher-grade sample (consisting
of pooled K-3 samples) a significant relationship was found
for all: the tests except Draw-A-Child (whose low reliability
for older children has already been noted) and Verbal Memory-1
(which,,.before this year's revision, also showed low reliability
among dlder children). Arm Coordination was significantly
related tp the "social EGmpEtEECE" criteria for this sample

(R? = .12), perhaps because of the greater variance oécurring
across the broader age range. Verbal Memory-3 and the PIPS .
showed the strongest relationship to the predictors for this
sample; both had R? coefficients @f .25.

This- technlque, although qulte éxplaratary, produced
results that constitute at least preliminary confirmation of
expectations: all the aforementioned tests, originally - ’
selected for their thearetlaal relevance to social competenc
seem to provide measures’ "that. are empirically relevant to
social competence, or to our best approximation of that

construct.

day
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Eaag of Adm;n;stratlan

=

It i's of little use to select tests which may have all
"of the necesshry psychometric gqualities if they cannot be
admlnlstered satisfactorily by the testers hired in each
P unity. Therefore, one of the factors. takem into
ntion when tests were being reviewed fo: the PDC -
act Study was their general suitability for administration
paraprofessional. Even though all of the tests selected
DC met this requirement, there were some differences in the
EaSF/dlfflCulty of their administration. "The details presented:
below are baged on Obae:vatlons of tester performance durlng

ters thraugh@ut tha data LOllEEt;Dﬂ gél od. (Seé Aggendlx B

faf the monitoring forms used as checks on compliance with
testing specifications.) >
. Bilingual Syn#®ax Measure (ESM)i This test is relatively.

' easy to administer--the directions are traigﬁtf@fwarﬁ and

- the cartoonlike pictures usually capture the children's attention
and elicit responses to the items The .only problematic area -
of the BSM administration is recor d,ng the child's response,
accurately. Testers have to listen .carefully to the child's’
answer and -record-it verbatim. This has to be a conscious

effort since adults tend to write & correct verb tense or word.
ending aut@mﬁtlcally when the, child Has used incorrect tense

and ItLOIaE thQaE tha Ch;ld_raggats} while. in Part 3 (Part?f

is not included 1in the PDC battery) the tester reads a story
and records the child's account of it. The only administration
error noted, a minor one, is a tcndency on the part of some ~
*testers to paraphrase the standard- Eﬁuoufagements rather than
fppeat them exactly. . - -
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Verbal Fluency. This test is easy to administer. The

tester instructs the child to name all of the toys (or things-:
to eat or names of people, etc.) he can within a specific

time pericd. Only a minor pr@blem was discovered--a tEﬂﬂEDEy
among testers to paraphrase the encouragements.

: Prégchgol Interpersoga; Problem- -Solving Test (PIPS).
Most of the administration problems encountered with the
PIPS were related to scoring. The object of the test, which
presents the child with hypothetical interpersonal prblemS,
is to have the child suggest as many different solutions as he
can think of (e.g., .If A has the truck and B wants to play with
it, what can B do to get a chance to play with it? If C has
the sajlbeoat and D wants to play with it, what can D do to get
a chance to.play with it?). Once the chlld responds, the tester

has to decide whether or not the.response is relevant and

whether or not the child has given a similar answer already.

If the response is new and relevant, the tester must decide in
whiZ#h of 16 scoring categories to place the answer (e.g., ask,
share, trade, bribe). Many of the.responses that children give

are clearly understandable such as, "ask him for it," "share it,"
"tell his mother," but other answers require more judgment on the
part of the tester and, as a result, some of these are scored
incorrectly.: Theréfaré, testers need to have a clear understandlng

.,of each category and how it differs from the others.

Arm CODIdlﬂStan Althaugh appearing simple and

stralghﬁforward thlS test haﬁ the greatest thEﬂtlal f@r

to attend tQ SO many detalls at the same time. For example, in
Part 2 (beanbag catch game) the tester must coordinate reading
of the instructions with tossing the beanbag while also watching
to see 1f the child stepped- over the line and if he used the 7
correct hand to catch the beanbag. The tester then must record
the child's response while making sure the-child isn't tossing
the beanbag to her:s 8Since the tester has to attend to many
details during the test. it is easy to commit wording errors or
to overlook some of the necessary activities. :

h

Pupil Observation, Checklist (POCL). Some testers had
problems in differentiating among children when completing this
rating scale. That is, some tended to rate every child "average"

on all of the dimensions. For example, even though the instruc-
tions indicated that a child should be rated "average" on the
"Caaperativc Resistive" dimension if the child was as cooperative
or as resistive as other chlldren during testing, it seems
unlikely that all chilfiren would behave identically during the
test sessions. More specific rating scale instructions may be
needed for those testers who tended to rate all children the same.
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Summary. Generally, .then, the tests are not difficult
to administer. Tester performance improves with practice
and the administratdion difficulties mentioned in this section
are more apparent with new testers than with experienced ones.
L

Wt

Factor Structure of the Battery

Fact@r analysez1 were performed to investigéte inter—A
'Separate analyses were perf@rmed for the Engllsh d@mlnant and
Spanisﬁidominant samples, with the results shown in. Tables 12
and 13. While parallel versions ¢’ the same measures were
included in the two analyses, the = ibstantial difference in -
sample sizes {English = 880, Spanish-'= 85) constrains’ the
expected comparability of the results. In view of that limitation,
the resulting factor structures of the total battery for the
. separate samples are remarkably similar.

: Results for the English-dominant sample. Analysis yielded
three distinct factors which, ‘after rotation, accounted fors
26.7%, 19.3%; and 11.6% of the variance, respectively. The )
scales that loaded highest on the first factor, which ¢ould be
labeled "verbal-responsive,™ were Verbal Fluency, Verbal Memory=1l,
Verbal Memory-3, PIPS, and POCL.“ The BSM-English also loaded
substantially on this factor, but loaded higher yet on the

second factor. The scales that lgaded highest on factor 2,

which could be called "cognitive flexibility," were BSM-English,
WPPSI Block D251gn, and Draw-A-Child. Tththlrd factor appears
ta_x;prtgzht a "psychomotor" dimension. Qg y Arm Coordination
had a su tantlal loadlng @n this fact@r.ﬁr 11 three fact@rs

for the Engllsh damlnant aample.

Factor analysis
yvielded three distinct factors which, after’ rotation, accounted
for 13%, 26.1% and 22.3% of. the variance, régpectlvely On
the flrst factor, apparently representing tHhé dimension "psychomotor,
only Arm Coordination had a substantlal Ioading. On the second
factor, which might be designated "verbal - -cogpitive," the scales
that had the highest loadings were WPPSI Block Design, Verbal
Fluency, Verbal Memory-1, Verbal Memory-3, and Draw-A-Child.
On the third factor, which could be: termed "verbal-resonsive,"”
the tests loading highest were BSM=Spanish, PIPS and POCL.
Combined, these three factors accounted for 61.4% of the variance
among measures for the Spanish-dominant sample. '

Results for the Spanish~dominant samgle;gj

iprincipal components solution, varimax rotation.

A factor analysis of the POCL itself is presented in Appendix G.
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Factor Analysis® of Scores on Child Measures,
English-Dominant Head Start Children, <
Fall 1976 Data . :

=

N%BSG

s " Factor Loading of Child Measures. -
-g (highest loading italicized)

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

=z —

BSM-English 7% .41, .48 .20

¢ WPPSI Block Design

o

Verbal Fluency .59

Vé;bal Memory-1 .70 04 v .01

g

A .. ) . . . - .
o “Principal components solution, varimax rotatilon.




_Table 13

Factor Analysis® of Scores on Chil

Spanish-Dominant Head Start Childre

Fall 1976 Data

N=85

&

d
1

Measures,
on,

" Factor Loading of Child Measures
-z - (highest loading italicized)

Factor

BSM-Spanish -.23 .35 60
WPPSI Block Design - .13 78 .04
Verbal Fquﬁsy -.09 63 .35
.| Verbal Mem@riﬁl .01 63 .42
Verbal Memor?§3 ;,45 .46 w40
Arm Coordination 88 .17 .03
Draw-A-Child 05 .75 -.01
PIPS -.14 .11 , 75
POCL ; 28 .01 .78

60




Comparisons with previous factor analyses:. The results
of the current analyses are not directly comparable to the
spring 1976 analyses, since Child Rating Scale data (forfihe
Engl;sh,d®m1n§nt sample) were included at that time. However,
there are interesting similarities. Arm Coordination majntains
its position as a distinct dimension, amd language tasks and
the social problem-solving measures (PIPS, POCL) are clustered
in a similar manner. The resejnblance between the factor .structures
foutd for the twd language samples recommends the possibility of
equating English and Spanish versions of the batteries in the
future. .

Lh%racterlstlcs Df _the Classroom Observation System

The PDC Classroom Observation System differs in many
ways from the cher lﬁstruments in the battery af chlld measuresi

rathﬁr a recard of performange unﬂez natural candltléns, it is
conceived as reflecting characteristics of the classroom environ-
ment as much as it reflects characteristics of the children who
comprise the class; its scoring and the methods by which its
reliability and galidity are éstablished are unique to this .. .
measure among those in the battery. Thus in this-section the
Observation System is discussed separately from the other

1n5trumentsi

The PDC Observation System [was develapeﬂ to prév:uie
SCELP%lve information regarding the social-emotional competence
of children in their classroom settings. The behavior categarles
that make up the instrument were formed by redefining, and in
some cases, combining, behavior categories from existing observa-
tion instruments that differentiate between children of varying
degrees of social competence, and by adding other categar;es
appropriate to PDC goals. The theoretical ratlonale for
selecting these categories is that they measure a "general attltude
of negotiation and reciprocity in dealing with others 1in a soclal
environment."! This attitude is believed to be generalizable
across all cultural groups and ‘implies that a child's own needs
and goals are valuable, but that the needs and goals of others

~ are egually important and must be taken inta account:. More
specifdically, the developihg child should learn.how to control
and intluence others with effective strategies tﬁat do not

wiolate the rights of others. (For example, physical force 1is
lBronson, M. Executive competence in preschool children. Paper
presented at the meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Washington, D.C., 1975. For a more extensive
listing of references to the literature consulted in developing
the system, see Interim Report II, Part B (June 1975).
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considered to be a violation of others, and thus.dees not
indicate an attitude of negotiation and reciprocity.) In )
addition, the child should be reasonably influenced by others,
but not totally subservient to or dominated by them. Other
social strategies that promote and.sustain social interaction
such as sharing, helping, requesting and providing resources,
and tak;ng turns’ are also considered important indications of
a child's social compétence and are represented in the categ@rles
of the observation system. Definitions and examples of the
observation categories are presented in Appendix F.

Summary of Instrument Development

Fall 1975 and spring 1976 observation data collection
efforts were aimed at establishing the psychometric properties
of the observation instrument. After each collection, observers
reported that the instrument could be used in the field with
litstle difficulty. In addition, spring reliability assessments
have shown g4hat observers can be trained to use the instrument
with a desirable level of accuracy. This implies that observation
categories have been sufficiently defined and clarified that

minimal inference is required by the observer when coding
specific behaviors. : ’

Analyses fall 1975 and spring 1976 observation data
have shown some degree of relationship between children's social-
emotional, psychomptor, and cognitive competences, i.e., children's
observed social skills corresponded to their performance on

‘other measures in the PDC battery., But in view of the low magnitude

of these relationships, partlcula;@y with regard to teé&chers'
ratings of similar dimensions of children's bEhEVlea, the
validity of the instrument as a measure of Chlldan soclial skills,

-could not be adequately established.

In part, this absence of validity may/be att ributed to the
w#; in which behaviors were sampled. 8inc§ the activity lEVPl Df
the classroom (i.e., opportunity for social interactions) was .
found to be highly related to children's behaviors, it seems
likely that the 20-minute observation period provided a
description of the child's behavior under only one partlcular
classroom condition. Under other Ccﬂditicmsp the child's
behavior might have been very different from that sampled.
The thL sampllnq EFChﬂqu&, tth, C@uld account for the low

5®c'c1 :iLllc amd the descLlptlmﬂ prj ;ded by tha obfprvatlon

la
sbtrumant .
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a Purpose of this Analysis

This analysis is directed toward establishing the
psychometric properties of the Observation System as'a
measure of classroom characteristics. One step in this
process 1s to substantiate the findings that observers
can be trained to use the instrument with acceptable
levels of accuracy. Thus, as in the past analyses,
reliability data were collected and analyzed for thik
report. A second step is to assess whethér the instium
accurately represents, and thus adequately measures,
classroom. This was determinéd by pairing observation
subcategories with other measures in the PDC battery and
‘assessing their relationships using classroom-level analyses.

It is also important to establish the value of the
instrument for measuring PDC' simpact on children's classroom
behav1ars or on classroom conditions. Exploratory analyses
were thus conducted which examined the comparability of PDC
-and comparison classrdoms in fall 1976. ©No consistent.

s, . differences were expected, since this is the first Dperaticnal
[ yedr of PDC, but these analyses were intended to provide a

: check on the initial equivalence of PDC and comparison
E%%SSIDDES on such dimensions as frequency of social inter-
actdpon, amount of time spent in nonsocigil activities, amount
of vetrbal behavior, and opportunity for%social interactions.
These comparisons also provided a test of the analytic:
methods available for investigating classroom comparability.

. ,-;D

_ In an attempt to insure that observation. data would be
. coll&cted in a consistent manner across sites, guidelines
and procedures for completing observations were specified
. in deta;l during the observer training session.

/

Before they began their observations in the classrooms,
observers met with classroom teachers, to describe the obser-
vation instrument and answer questions. To .control for any
observation bias, the observers completed all- observations
prior to administering the child tests and observed only
the children who were listed on their rosters.

Beginning with the first child on their rosters, &, &
3 o nbtﬁrV€d gach child for two consecutive five-minute
rvals. wach five-minute interval was divided into
- ’;CDHﬂ units. These units were further divided:

e
for observing and 15 seconds for recording. The
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Re;iééility of the Observation System

Collection of reliability data.. The reliability estimates
included in this report were ~gathered at the end of the fall
13976 training session. This reliability assessment was
necessary for determining how well observels were prepared

" to beginitheir observations in the field. To assess this,

observers| simultaneously watched and independently coded a

40-minut¢ videotape which included several clear examples of

the behgvioral categories contained in the observation sgstem
Afmiysis of rel;abl¥gty,data, The accuracy of observation

codingsWwas assessed by comparing each observer's responses to

.2 crit¥rion coding of the same behavioral events. Although the
- measure produced is not ideéntical to a conventional measure of

inter-observer agreement, it does assess the accuracy of
observers' coding compared to a single standard criterion. This
provides a basis for detecting those categories that were commonly
coded unreliably by a majority of the observers. Further,
analytical inferences that include these catégories could take
this © -~ into, account. : :
=2thods for %ﬁsesglng dilng rellablllty were en layed,
The £ - method computed a palrwise observer and criteri —_—

estimate within categories for each 5-second ok servatl

inte zl1. A proportlon of agreement was determined u51ﬂ”
Cart. 'ght's alpha. This procedure consists of comparin
unit py unit, the codes selected by the observer with the
critnrion codes. Estimates were obtained for the number
time:. observer and criterion codes agreed and disagreed for,
eac observation unit. The reliability was then computed by

diviiing the number of times codes agreed by the number of
agreements plus disagreements.

4

The second method of reliability assessment examined how
well _oservers' codes matched the criterion for the total length
of a given observation period. (Although the .observers' codes
may not agree with the criterion unit by unit, it is important
that observers, after viewing a child for a specified interval,
at least agree-on the relative number of tallles'ags;gned to Each
subcategory.)* To obtain this estimate, the mean total number of
tallies assigned to a given category was divided by the criterion
number for that category (i.e., the number of times behavior of =
that type was actually exhibited in the reliability tape). Dif- -
ferent inferences can be drawn from these two reliability estimates:
tthe first, based upon Cartwright's alpha, indicates the reliability
of a ;ingLL observation within a specified category: the second,
overall proportion of agreement, indicates the reliability of the
total frequency of observations for a category.

Ve

‘Cartwright, D. S. A
judge reliability.

of multi-

o
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{
$
j Reliability results. Table 14 presents the mean proportion
of agreement and Cartwright's alpha for each subcategory of the
observation system. Also included in this table is an indication
of whether observers overestimated or underestimated the frequency
of a specific subcategory. )

As has been found in past analyses, i1t appears that
observers can accurately distinguish _and co children's involve-
ment, 1n the assroom (Noninvolv soclial, {(and NéﬂSDClal)
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Overall, re was a substantial improvement in observers'
observation and coding skills. In comparing fall and spring \
reliability e ates, the accuracy of coding increased or «
remained the % of the observation categories.
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Table 14

Coding Reliability
Fall ‘1976

Number Proportion Direction
R : of of Cartwright's of a
+ Observation Category Examples  Agreement ___Atpha - Error”

.tloninvolved 6 .98 .59 +
Social ) 110 .99 .97 o+
Nonsocial 13 96 ' .68 .-

Verbal English 84 .99 .96 +
Verbal Spanish .0 : :

Verbal Combined 0 _
Nonverbal ' 39 .99 .88 ' =
Negative 9 . .67 N 1)

Positive Control 22 88 _ 71

Positive Resist 8 .98 .75

Other Positive Behaviors 26 .97 .68

Requests Information 6 .98 .76

Gives Information 10~ .65 .54

Requests Assistance ' 22 .66 .66 y
Gives Assistance - ' 10 .89 - .50

+ 1+ 0+ A+ A

Requests Support 7 .72 ) .73 -
Gives Support 3 .87 .86 -

+

Other Purposes ) 7 71 .50

71 .79
.97 ’ . .79 -
71 .70
.82 .64
.96 .81
.84 ‘ .68
.84 72 -
.95 .68 +
.57 .63 - T
.67 .57 ' )
. .88 . : .60

Negative

|"Positive Control
Positive Resist

Other Positive Behaviors
Requests Information
Gives Information
Requests. Assistance
Gives Assistance

(]

— WD =D~ LT 0D MO
+ b

—

——
+ 0

Giveéiéﬁapart
Other Purposes

:}O‘
B |

é— e . . L ., =g I
“Overtstimations and underestimations of individual categories are
represented respectively by plus and minus signs. .

r%_‘\

*
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children within classrooms, creating a classroom mean for
each category. Because past observation 'a analyses indicated
that children's behaviors varied according to the activity
level of the classroom, a classroom Sco¥e should take this
into account. Therefore, as in past analyses, relative
frequencies were computed for each activicy level, weighting
the absolute scores by the amount of time classraomb were
observed in a given activity level. The means and standard 4
deviations of these transformed var;ables are given in Appendix F.

Results of descriptive analyses. In order to prov1de a
summary description of the observation data, the classroom

relative frequency for each observation variable was computed

for each activity level. -Classroom frequencies were then aggregated

across sites. Figure 8 presents the relative amount of time
children in these classrooms were enc aqﬁd in Noninvolved, Social,

and Nonsocial activities. The results indicate Cthat these groups
spent high proportions of their time in activities that involved
objects (46%), and in activities that involved persons (48%).
These proportions were found to vary across activity levels with
Minimal activity levels prVlng most conducive to social inter-

actions. Interactions during Minimal activity periods, however,

‘often occurred in a large-group setting where children were

attending to the adult leading the group activity. These social
interactions differ qualltdtlvaly\éram those that would occur
during free-play or small- group time (i.e., Maximal and Moderate .
classroom activity levels). o - '

ve frequencies of children's
srooms in which the majority aéﬁ

i
las:
boke English. Again, as in past analyses, children
were verbal less than 30% of the time, with some variation across
- 1z : total time children were verbal,
rcocurred during peer interactions,
alt iﬁtérdﬁtluna.

Figure 10 shows the relative frequencies of children's
verbal beshavior for Spénishrggzaking rldquaomz, For thease
classrooms, ch  ‘ron were ver of i
with only sligh rariations
was spoken 21% of the time an
time., Out of the total time
66% of this verbal behavier o
while 34% occurred during adu

“difference o othe relative amour
S(A0V) ar Spaniash (20% 11

during poer intoeract|
than English (330 va.

Ko



Figgr$8 I P ’

Relative Frequencies of Classroom Involvement
- by Classroom Activity:. Level |
Fall 1976 SR
N = 80 3T

Qverall

Noninvolved

Nonsocial

o

Social

Maximum Activity
Level . (38%)° -«

Noninvolved
/o Lo

Moderate Activity
Level (47%)

Noninvolved o1 7% B v

Minimum Activity A
Tevel (14%) i r
: ‘ . 7 [
Noninvolved 8% . .

Nonsocial T e eieen] 28%

Social

| el R R
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:

¢ B
*

Percent of Tim¢

il s

Percentage indicates the relative amount of“ime classrooms were
observed under condgtions that respecti Aermit maximum,
moderate, and minimum opportunity for social Ainteractions.
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'Figure 10 T 6L

.. Classro @m'véfbal“Béhavié}zA=Spaﬁish28peékiﬁg Classrooms?
' o | " Fall 1976
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.Figures 11 and 12 dlsplay the relatlve frequeqcles of
child-peer and child-adult classroom interactions. Classro@m
social interactions more often involved adults (50%). Peer

”1nteractlcns occurred 45% .0of the time; while joint interactions
with 'both a peer and adult occurred 5% of the time. As in past
analyses, it appears that the majority of chlldrén s social
interactions with peers and adults were pGSLtlve in nature,

. as negative behaviors were exhibited less than 1% of. the time.
The rates of children's positive attempts to Control peers
(33%) or adults (34%) are higher than any previous analysis

_=has shown. Adult Controls fluctuated substantially across

©activity lewels; peer Controls. were only slightly infXfuenced
by the agﬁlv;ty level of the dlassroom. Further, the relatively
large standard& deviation (.20) of these proportlgns suggests

., that there is some variablllty across glassrooms in the frequency
of controlling 1ncldents - . *

Classroom behaviors reflecting children's positive attempts'’
to resist the:control of others {i.e., Assert) occurred infrequently:
2.to. 4% of the time. Because the occurrence of this behavior is
associated with the amount of control exhIbited by .others, the
'low frequency of Asserts behaviors, implies either that children
weére not directed by others (which is contrary to the evidence —v
of increased controlling in the classroom), or that they have not.
learned acceptable ways of resisting this control. Thus, it
appears they are resisting control in a negatlve manner (coded
Negative) or simply complying w1th others' directives (coded
Pos;tlve)‘ ¢ However, last spring's observation data ref%§cte§gé

higher frequency of assertive behaviors, which suggests, that the
.new sample ‘of children may learn these strategies .as they gain
mare éxparlence in Head Start classrooms.
[ 4
quure 13 d25§r1bes Chlld adult and, child- peer 1nteractlans

from another per#peétlve- purpose of interaction rather than,
“nature of interaction.” "High propostions of Gives behdviors were
exhibited. yDuring adult interactiéns, children provided infor-
"mation 45 to 59%.0of the time, and provided assistancefor materials
6 to 8% of the'time. A high, incidence of Gives Infarmatlan :

(48% 'to 51%) and Gives Assistance (7 to 10%) was also found for
peer interactions. In contrast, Requests behaviors were exhibited

in the classroom less, than 30% of .the time. . These behaviors N
" were primarily directed toward obtaining assistance or materials °
from cither an adult (13%) or peer (17%); requesting or providing
emotional support occuxrred less than 1% of the time for both o
adult and peer interaetions. Classrdom patterns of lees and .,
Requests vari only mﬂderatelg across activity le¥Vels. ' There
was, hawqug,‘samg evidence that as activity levels changed .from .
Maximal ta i;nlma] CDﬂdltl@ﬂk for social interactions, Gives

£ the context of addult interactions) 1ncreased.
150 lnatluttljnal activities (e.g., music, storytime) typify

,Made:dte and Minimal conditions 'it'is not surprising that the
in®idence of providing_ 1nfafmat1®n 1ncrea5ed for these aatlv;tyk
’ ]_(:‘VE_]_.:. Con ff-ﬁ" - .
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. ‘ . Figure ll L
Relatlve Frequenzles of Elassranm Child-Peer Intéractlgnsﬂ“
Nature cf Interaction by Classroom Activity Level
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Figure 12

f Interaction by Classroom Actlv;ty Level”
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shown in Table 15 were computed to assess the inte onstk
among Dbservaglon variables at the classroom level - For this
analysls, particular attention was given to determining whether

findings from past analyses hold for classroom level data or
whether new relatlcnshlps emerge. SR ‘

As in past analyses, thlﬁren’s rates of verbal behavior
and the straté@les they use while interacting with others were
only slightly related. This finding suggests that, far this
young age: grgu§, children control others and resist the control
of others in a nonverbal fashion. Alsa, children often request -
assistance from others nonverbally, as a significant correlation
was found between the Nonverbal and Requests Assistance EatégOrlES.
- Other signifitant correlations were found between children's
‘controlling behaviors and the fregquency of Requests Assistance.
Thus, as has been found in past analyses, children's controlling
behaviors were generally directed toward obtaining help or
materials from an adult ¢ 'Eeer; that is, they were directed '\
toward some end oy goal. ' ' : o 3

A departure from past f‘hdlngs though, is the significant'
intercerrelations between peer. and adult interaction items

were found in this analysis. In classrooms where. there was a
high frequency of peer Controls, there was'also a high frequency
of adult Controls. A similar relationship was found between peer

and adult requests for assistance.

Of additiéﬁal interest are the relationships between
observation variables and other child measures. To examine
these, classroom means were camputed for the child tests and -
correlated with observation variables.? As shown 'in Table 16,
the relationships found ranged from moderately negative to
- moderately positive. Observation categories that occurred more
-frequently (e.g., Social, Nonsocial, Verbal English, Nonverbal)

tended to show higher correlations Qlth @ther vaflables

'For'this analysis, children's scores on the observation variables
were averaged within classrooms. The classroom then became the
unit of anal¢sis. E

Y

\l‘—‘”

%o oms in ,which the majority of chlldren spoke English
in thi 1s analysis. :

i
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. v Figure 13
| RelatiVE'FrEquéncies af'Elssr'x% Adult and Peer Interagt;en;_ S
Purpose of Inte:act;g by Classroom. Act1v1ty Level® Va
L) NE
Gverall! d Child-Adult In%graﬁtiﬂns -
Request Information
- .Give Information ; ]

lREquest Assistah@&'
: Gi?& Assiétanc?
Other Purposes |
Maximum Activiﬁytieyéi CBSi)b
Requ&%t Information
. Giﬁé infarmatian
“Give Assistance
Dzhér Purposes |
Moderate Actl?lty Lavel {47%)
Request lnfgfmatlan
. Give Infarmatian '
Request Assistance
Give Assistance
Other Purposes
Minimum Activity Level (14%) -
Request Information
Give Information

Request Assistance

!

Give Assistance Zif'* PRRE
- Other Purposes fisioa T

4

%child~Adult intedactions re;'ess
45% of Eid sroom soclal interacti

i

nt 50% of classroom secial 1nteractlsn=, while Chllﬂ'FéEI lntergpt ns represent

ons. : R !
A . . p

L -

b []2\!:195 i dlcates tha :elat;ve amount of timé classrooms were observed under ganﬂltlans that respectively

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

. permit maximum, moderate, arié mlnlmum appa:tanlty for apc1al 1ntera:t;an5. _ ;




Classroom
Involvement

&

 Table 15

Behavior

Description ot
Peer [nteractions

Purpose of
Peer Interaction

~ Description of
Adult Interaction

. [Classrom
Purpase of Activity
Adult In;eractinﬂ _:;Levgl

7 1=Hlv...

P F rwn Y weend

[ S a1

| Miomsove @y

gy of

'Hl T s
I Ty R o o T ]

| Spanish
Mo ritea

i E
| Rant

Pioasi 1 4 5 woe
[T R A ]

| Pieys L e

Asse et

Dther Positive

§ Boeku w i s,

TP wmmi 1

e i 1t 1 e
Bebaw icrs
Rayue 5 LS

e i i o, e
G e s
Riegue s s

Bogosd s tamoe

5 s

T o Fiormman - f o,
ImFoorma tian

G s,
"ﬂ'dé"l‘?! b

{ ek o we

| Imteraction
J@ﬁh@wﬁmrz

I'PosTtive

I Comtra)
I A5 1 s tamce

{ Assds tamoe
| Assistance

I-Rate of

| P o e

{ MWeagm ol e
By v 4 v
| Regunes £
| Requests
[ A e,

| Max imum

Woninvalved -

Do g1 e Sgm
Feer Tntersdtlons

=
:g £
2 = Bocial
L= LN
F?l j
- E Honsgeial
=g
=
o=k
Ear
o E e
=4
. &

e ]

ate of Xn&ergﬁﬁian

Pasitive Contral .

basitive Assert
(ither Positive
Behaviars

ggative Behaviors

%

L TRRRE Qe
Feer
Imteoract

Requests Informatian

Bives Information

Requests Assistance

ives Assistance

IThee s ¥ -l omy oef
Aot Toneresct iom

IR S Tl A
: Al
Itk o

Rate of Interaction

Phsitive Egntraj

Pasitive Assert
SR Fos e
_ Behaviors

Wégativé Behiaviors

Flequests Information

Givas [nformation

Réguests Assistance

R T

-.43

;19

A1 =0

08 -.0

i
-
o

'
o 3
"o

-84 -.12

-.07 217 .03 -.18 .

-1

S B, . T

.09 -,

El

.00

-3 -4

.37 -.47 -.55

J9-.02°-.16 .19

-0
.20 -.03 .09 -.05 -.
2

A1 =19 19 .0

03 .25 -2 -1

B

8 -.24 .06 -.]

J04-79-.04 .18 .M

.06

.03
04
..
26 -.27 .20
%

.08 .06 .00-.06-.30

.9

2

DE

01

Lo a0 2 -1 .08 06 -

22 -

.30 -.

.08

13.-.27 «114 -,

21 -
A1 -,
21 .00

09

=05
3 .48

420
.04 -1
-, 04

03 i .02

00 -06-13 o

00 .20 =09
326 OV

.00

1 -.40 -.18

019-.09 .03 .04 04 -.15 -.13
09 .25 .02 .01 15 .17 =.97 «.10

26 .25 06 -.22 .52 -.13 -.49 <,09 -.12 .41

A2

.06

8 18 -.16 -.15

76 .05 .09 -,15 -,06 -.0

Jdg .20-3 .07 .10 03 -.07

60
M-

M -,

| Assert

¥

]

NOTE: Correlations higher than +.22 or Tower
' “ than =.22 are statistically significant

(pz.05).

g}

02 -.07 08 04 v

J2-78 .0 .16 .01 -.08 -.48 -.05

2521 18-.25-00 .25 -.29 .23 -.06...

32 -0-05 .4

.08 -.19 .29 .18 .19 .69

09 .00 -.03 .00




S o Tablel6 L
» Correlation of Observation Variables and Other Reliable Measures v

o gpring 1976 . I

I )

(lagsroon | Verbal || Descriptors of .|| Purpose-of °|| Descriptors of - Purpose of

Involvenent . Behavior || Peer Interactions || Peer Interactions|iAdults Interactions | Adult Interactions

i

o

T oee i = d o
I —
)

guerncy ol
Imteraction
5 - -

o

r
ik
DB

-

v g

e —

A0 [Ha
vy pgY
Sy
hg|un
001048
s

10|k
Ry
IR Rk
NE| N LS| HE

50| onwue
Lgﬁé 6|z

i | 24 —tl] o8 {00 || o6 [aban| o006 o7 (01| 26! 06 ||-oi o3 g e a7 |12

T Positciwe

=)
e i o s
i
i
e

o e e A o
amr s

G e
= T

sSS5istar

=E

=
=
3
=3

T "
HSomsistarcoe.

T ot f o
e
1
r
Drther Positiwe
Behawiors |
| Enf ormmat o
Imuf ormat i or
B LR = -
i =
Aos s oS b are e

Morwe T be )
| G wres

T ] L T T
‘HEQuEEtE

P s T s

T L onwnwews § e wed
Wy S Lew 10

Soow=ftal
English
.
i
e
Ty
Foroe
Tofl
1 B
[ |
=
| e

o

o]
L]
e
]
b
2
p—u
I

BM-English 11y Lo7 | or | ok | 29803 oo boL{ 01)00 b | 02]-b7¥ 16 1) po¥kI1ath] i )-07 || 17 Jog pRTH AL
Deaw-h-Child |00 | 268 08|l 18 | -2z s {orkostoet) on | 18k || s3epaskas aol-0e || o9 |1 shﬂfiz

s e ] | on |oo {08 porbn s on ) 2 | toj-o7 koo | o ey

POCL-L b s | | g posdon ik b | o7 l-og)-0n bog <09 jou ba6 ) aa f-a0 | 2 a0 fon] of
POCL-2 H%\ 1L pd g | o] 2380 0T RO241005 |14 £ 12 |-09| O p10 |F 03 |o 5|0k |05 || 06 M26HI3| 11

POCL-Total TR k| 3| 00 | 0749( 12 el | 2hk|=03] 00FL0 <06 05 RO <08 || 18 2P

!

r}

, o - UL 1o s
Verbal - , 1 B I R I R l
Fluency [ R N s G 1o ] 05 RROFE| 23R 00 || 0 0T

| Verhal , | A | -
Denowy=1 -+ |5 [on] <o || 16 |26 )0 hasbod|zo fasakos | omlopdoo || 14 Lorhoo |29¢|-0s || 03 |10 fa1| 21

" | Verbal ] |, ] 100 B .
{Meory-1 | 0T FIOROO| 1A <11 |08 | 26419 | 07 || 10 F1BFRO3I19 | Ob || 2b*) 00 plO| 02

g (201 - 12 B {100 ROLb0g 222 0L 116 SR 06 (| 19 RL0R201 119 LT IT pagK 25

soinal raintz have beer-onitted from-correlation coefficients.

=

Lo e gajority 4f 2nildven seeke Cnelish vero used in this analysis,




Although behavior in the individual subcategories
describing peer and ddult interactions in the classroom
occurred less frequently, some of these categories were
moderately, and in some cases significantly, related to
cher child measures. - In partigular, ratés cf peet an&

on the PIPS. .Addltlanally, rates of reguasthg help from adults
or peers were significantly but negatively correlated with BSM,
Draw-A-Child, and WPPSI scores. It appears that the rate of
requests for assistance is i ersely related to a wide range of
children's cognitive and lagggage competencies.

The findings from this analysis indicate that a number- of
classroom-level interaction patterns are reldted to performance
ol psychomotor, cognitive, and language measures. Inasmuch as

¢higher degrees of association were found for those categories
describing global characteristics of the classroom (e.g.,
. Involvement, Verbal Eehav;ar, Rate of-Adult Interactlans), greater

confidence can be placed in the flﬁdlngs related to these categories

'Results of :ampafablllty analyses. The assumption made in
1dent1fy;ng certain Head Start centers and schools as comparison
.institutions is that they are essentially the -same to- begin with
as their PDC dounterparts. Therefore, since last fall marked '

the start of PDC's first operational yearﬂelts official
beg1nn1ng=—the classroom observations made in the fall were
expected to indicate that no systemati¢ differences exist between
PDC and comparison clagsrooms. To confirm (or disconfirm) this
expectation, analyses waere performed that examined the measures
obtained for PDC and comparison classrooms in ten categories

with the highest incidence of occurrence. These were rate of:

Noninvolvement,

Social Involvement,

Nonsocial Invalvement

-Verbal English, '

Nonverbal Behavior,

Peer Interactions,

Adult Interactions, '

Maximal, Moderate and Mlnlmal Classroam Activity.
_ Two alternate types of analyses,! paramatpié and non-parametric,
were caﬁﬂuﬁtéd; the results of oneé provided cross-checks on the
results of the other. Both procedures were consistent in showing
no Slgnlflca nt dlfferences between groups, w;th one exception:

IThe aﬂalyt;z procedures that led to the results descrlbﬂd here

.are discussed in Appénd;x H.
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;rhe non- pafametflc pracedure lndlcated that chlldren ;n

CDn51ﬂerlng the fact that a total of 20 Slgnlflcance tests were.
performed (10 variableg x 2 statistical procedures),-a flndlng

of énly one significant’' difference indicates that PDC and
comparison classes are indeed very much the same on the .

dimensions measured by the Observation System. '



' CONCLUSIONS .-

o ' Adequacy of the Tests and the;samp%é,

The major purposes of this report are, as noted, to
answer the questions of instrument. appraprlateness, PDC-
comparison group comparability, and sample size adequacy.
The answers to be offered here are tentative in -two ways:
they anticipate the conclusions that will emerge from the
meeting of the PDC Evaluation AdVlSGry Panel im April, .and
they antlclpate the conclusions that will be drawn by 0CD,
which bears the ultimate. respans;blllty fgr decisions made
abéut PDC. ) , . / -

% i . -
¢

Are the Méasurlng Instﬁuments Approprlate to th;VTask?

Chlld measures, lﬂd;v;dually It can be said, ﬁith

. few reservations that all of the instruments lncluﬂed in-

the battery satisfy all the criteria that have been used

in gudglng them. As Table 17 reflects, the reservatlans

are minor: Verbal Memory-1 and Draw-A-Child were earlier
found 1napprapr1ate for older children but, with changes.

in the content of the former and the Scorlng of the latter,
it is believed that they will now be appropriate; the English
‘yersion-of- theialllngual-Syntax Measure_may._not be adequately
sensitive to change for children whose dominant language is

Spanish, and the Spanish version may not be aﬁéquately
sensitive for Enqllsh -dominant children.

. . _
id measures, collectively. Alth@ugh the factor
structure of the battery does not correspond exactly to the
priori categorizatiop of the tests (:agnltlve language;
social-emotional, psychomotor), the factors that emerge are
similar to those expected for both the English-dominant and
Spanish~dominant groups, and indicate that the battéry does

;prav1d; caverage of théae areas.
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" ‘The G Elagﬁregm Dhsérvatlan System. ~The -Observation

xﬂSystem was -not éxamlned ‘against the same cr;térla used.  ,v § 

" . .for the other tests, partly because it is-cqnsidered to , .. .
.E_prav1§, measurés;af group, rather than lndlv1ﬁual behav;ar. -y

“By . the crltér;a develgpéd for evaluatlng the Dbservat;én-
" Systeim, necessarily less*flgcreus than those used for the
mére canvent;cnal instruments, it appeafs aegept le as -
La means cf assess;ng the élassr@am EﬂVlfonment Thls et

‘g;,useful since it is’ the classrgam.that méd;atas between ,
. PDC-induged administrative change (measured" 1n the cgjurse - - -
. _of the Implementation Study) .and the program's 1ntended e
ff.?feffacts oh “children® Imeasuréd by ‘the child tests): - The R
3 Dbservation System provides the only way of . examlnlng
events -at this' critical medlatlng stages And with the
_ cancellation of the Teacher Sur&ey, thls,functlan becaﬁes‘ ,
., .even more Erltlcal : i‘ o \ , .. o i“‘
- Other measures. -The spring 1977 battéry will inalwé ’
.-ali the- afarémEntleﬁEd measures plus he1ght and weight
(included as pre-measures in°*this fall's battery) and "the".
: PDC Child Rating Scale, which was not admlnlstered in the
’ 'begause the teacherswho complete it cannot be expecte&
be fully aaqualnted w1th the ch;ldran that early 1n the;i

- - -4

;fylAre the PDC and Camgarlsan Gr@ups Real;y Comparable? j _ '<J
_ Dyeralr flndlngs At the site 1 el CGtht 2 PDC
. and’ comparison grdups seem to be mDre Slmllar than were
Cohort 1 groups on the. Cfltlcéi dimensions of ethnicity,’
prior prgschacl experience, and socioeconomic status (repré—“
"‘sented by mother’'s educatlan and number of siblings). - For
'"half the—§ites, there’'were. no 51gn1f1§ant PDC- cémparlson
differences at all on either the background characteristics
. .or .the tests. For the other half of the sites, one or two,
- differences each were found, but what!s more important is
. that the PDC.and cemparison groups in these sites were ' = :
found to be alike onethe remaining ‘18 or so dimensions. - /
examined. The aggregated English-domipant PDC and cgmparLSEH
groups are gquite comparable on all the crltgfal background
- Chafactéflstl25! the groups differ on only &ne of thirteen B
child measures and on noneé of the six background variables..
The aggregated SpanlshJElenant groups ﬂa not differ on any
of the child measures, but do differ in’ grlar prescha@l
EKPEIlEﬁCE.

L

i

BUARS)

4t

k _ 83 . | ,_;;




camparisgn g gups seems qulte satlsfactgry far analytlc e
. . purposes. n future analyses of test score gain, the ane%
. . variable:o which. thé groups differed. initially can be -
adjusted without dlfﬁ;culty to make allowances for differences
- ,in'iniﬁ'”,—statu5.
N = :TJ{ aggreg%ted Sganlsh -dominant groups also ShOW con-
N sideragle similarity,. differing slgn;flcantly on only one
N ©f’19/dimensicons examined. But that one is prior préschool.
e;pe&@enceh a factor that mlght well be axpected to make a
difference in chlldren 5 adjustment to SChGOl 11fe; thus
pQ551bly obscuring whatéver effects PDC may produce. (Only
{?li% of the Spanish-domihant PDC. children attended  preschool
before the present Head Start year, versus 39% ‘of the
/ gpanish= ~dominant comparison children.) = Still, degplte this
;f‘ speculation, it may turn out that the dlfféféﬁce in preschool
experience will actually: be of little cqonsequence (both
- groups,_after all, will have had at'least one year of Head
v - Start). And even 1f‘§rlar preschool experience .is found
in future years to affect the per formance; of these c¢hildren,
ceritain statistical .Strategies can be appliiéd when analyzing
PDC's effects to reduce the bias introduced by the differing
preschoml experiéence of the PDC ‘and comparison groups.
N Thus cbnsideriﬁq'the two major possibilities--(a) that
the difference .in prior preschool experience may frave no ’
future biasing, effect and (b) that.even if a biasing'effect
‘is discovered it can probably be minimized statistically-=it
is recommendéd that the evaluation proceed  for the Spanish-
dominant sample. This aspect of the evaluation, it should
be noted, is @f spealal interest, since bli;ngualfblcultural

éducation ;s one of PDC s spec;al emphase,;

rforming fanalyses of child- lmpact at the site level : ‘%

‘15 questionable for two reasons First, there are indications. -
of same initial group dlfferEﬂcés at about half of the sites.
Second, there may be less to learn from twelve separate

- site-level :analyses than. there ¥s from analyses that examine.
' * groups aggredated across sites; this is so because site-level
v analyses command less statlatlﬁal power and because it is-
difficult to draw generalizations from flﬁdlﬂqésthat may
fluctuate unsydtgmatlcally from site to sife.

g-Préspects for® tanalysis at the site level. The value
"of pe
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Large Enou gh Samples cf Chlldren Remaln in’ PDC- ané
’;san-Sihga;s at %ach S;te to Perm;t & Lcngltuﬁlnal
£

ﬁ'
0

. 'It is va1aus fram attr;tlaﬁ I@jéCtanS that 1f the” /.
evaluation depended upon site-leve! analyses of PDC's effeats:‘
. on chlldren, the sample sizZes availlable at’ mast sites: waﬁld :
* be 1ﬁadequate by the time Cohort 2{reaches. first: gra&e-"»
"it is possible that as soon as nex year thé number of
Eﬁha:t 2 . children remaining at PDC .
. in some sites will -be too small to = _ :
adequate within- site analyses. By agyregatihg PDC'and o S
comparison groups across  5ites, however—a sufficient DR A
. sample can be constituted to allaw-aﬁabyses to cantlnue N ;
'through 1980-81, when Cohort 2 will be in gradé 3.. ‘This Y
is certalnly true for the English-dominant sample, ‘at least. iﬁf‘
- It is.,less certainly true for the Spanish-dominant sample.
,%‘chever, even for the latter, analyses could proceed for a
. - few years--long enough to allaw prellmlnary caﬁclusléns f
to be drawn abaut the effects af PDC. "~ - LR : ;o

The.issue is’ 1argely one af ccst!f are the §r@jécted
final samples of English=+ +dominant PDCand comparison
chlldfen——numbérlng about 200 and 170, respectively--large /
enough to justlfy the expense of the Impact Study? The' ;
questiqn cannot be answered fully w1th1ﬁ this- repartr
wider forum is required.

~

Prasge&ts for Test;ng OCD's Hypotheses

Regarding PDC's Impact on Chlldfen

OCD's original specifications for the PDC evaluation

included three hypotheses ciﬁcérnlng the program' % expected -
impact on children; since the time when that document was

written a fourth hypothesis has been developed. Testing of .
these hypbtheses, which are recapitulated below, will be .

the major mlsslqg of the Impact Study if it cantlnues longi-

tudinally.
- vlg! Head Start-Entry FPIC uraup ve. Head Start- Enfryr
" Comparison Group: Children whaBenter a PDC gragram
at the Head Start level will shgw slgnlflcaﬂt gains

(on tests in the social campetence battery) over
: comparable children who enter a non-PDC program at
. the Head gtart level. ’ :

"

o
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: iﬁéﬂd Start- Entry PDC Group vs. ?i%ééﬁgaﬁtéﬁ Eﬂtry.
\. PDC Group; . Children who enter a PDC |[program.at .
he-'Head Start "level will show signifiicant gains

: gme: camparable age—mages who enter. the PDC .. S
. ~“program in klnderqarten, not haV1ng attendedAHeaQ \
Start. . , . T :

. = ) IR
"ﬂ3;1~ﬁLﬂ§§F3aPt§n Entry PDC Group vs. Head Start- Entfys
o " Comparison (roup: Children who enter PDC ‘at the
v . kiﬁéé{garten level will . how significant gains over
o ' compédrable age-mates who” enter a non-PDC Head Start. ..
and pgagfess through a ﬁQnEPDE elementary 5choal

[N
.

- Akﬂﬂgﬁgﬂﬁt n- Eﬁfﬁj PDC Group vs. Aind&rgartén Entry
Comparisen Group: -Children who enter a PDC .
program at the kindergarten level will show . ST
slgnlflcant galn%ggver comparable children who '
enter a cgmparlsgﬁ program at the klndergarten level

Hypath231s 1 ;s PDC 5 c@:nerstone, and up to the presegt,
the efforts of the Impact Study have been directed s@lely
toward determining the feasibility of tlesting Hypothesis 1.
The conclusions drawn in the pfecedlngfsectlan affirm that
the hyp@th251s can 1ndeed by tested with a reasonable
expectation of obtaining decisive.results. Thus it is

~-.appropriate now to consider. the f3351_111ty of testing
. Hypotheses 2, 3, and-éi - .

[}

- estlng of Hypatheses 2 and 3 w111 require’ ldentlf ation
of a sample of children who (a) resembile Cohort 2 PDC
. children on edu:atlanally relevant dim&énsions, (b) have’
¢ had no Head Start experience, amd (c) enter PDC at the
kindergarten level. Testing' of Hypothesis 4 will reqﬂlre
‘identification of another group of childrenwho satisfy
conditions (a) and (b) and who enter a amparlsan school

" ~at the kindergarten level

~The feasibility.af testing these hy :Dthgseg depends
‘upor - the chances of being able to locate| children who are
like Cohort 2 children on the dimensions!examined in this
report (e.g., ethnicity, family backgra&nd), who would
have: been eligible, or nearly eligible, to attend Head
Start, but did not, and who attend the same schools as
Cohort 2 children.. These conditions presentiseveral problems,
epumerated below. =~ . -

=

(l) It lg far ffﬂm certalh that suah Qh;ldren exlst 1n

o
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'i kindergarten-entry children cannot _b

%

- perfarmance on theAmeasures ;n the ‘PDC -battery.

- child"s baseline at the onset of the program. For Cohort 2 -.

: . .
' A2) f there are enaufh such chlldren, it
difficult to 1dent1fy them b
to establish socioeconomic
majar match;ng Cfltéfla, is

jtatus, whlch is one
often 1naacess;ble,

(3) f the thlﬂren do exist and are- 1§entl,1éa “the ~
_prablem remains of establlshlng a baseline for their .

TP .
The third p01nt calls for amplification.g Hyatheggé/
'2 and 3 require that children who enter a PDC:pypgram in
klndergaften be compared with children of the. sgme age ‘who
entered a PDC (or compdrison) program at the Head Start
“level. . The mechanics qf the analytlc procedure in this
_case will actually involve comparing the progress of one -
groupf@f children with the progress of the other.
~And to measure progress, it 1s necessary to-determine each

;Chllﬂﬁéﬁ,*thé program began at age 4 with the Head Start

. year, and each child's performance baseline was ‘determined
by, administration of the fall 1976 battery. But since the
identified until they
enter school at age 5 it will niet belpossible to establish
an age 4 baseline for them directly. Of course, it is
possible to use. age. 5 as a baseline for both groups, bt
the risk in this is that PDC or Head Staft will already’
have raised the performance level of %he Cqhorf.

2 chiildren,
and treating age 5 as the starting p@lnt will fender thé
~—~program effect invisible. '

e L. s
dlscussi“n 'is not intended'to discourage af

. This

. de éls;@n tos@ursue the testing of Hypotheses 2 through
4; ‘its. purpose is to dellneata“tﬂg issues that must be
considered before such a decision is made. " Final-

recommendatlansfon this and other matters will be ! ¢
pregsented to OCD= immediately after the Aprll ‘meeting of -
the PDC Evaluatlon Adv;sory Panel. ; .
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‘DEECILPtlDHE of the Measuresrln the Fall B;Etery

Order of

o o o . Administration!
= o o . . N ~

- ® BSocial- Emctlanal Méasures 2

— : : -

D Classroom Observation” Sgstem N |
eschool Interpersonal Preblem- , »

DlVlng Test (PIPS) o 7.
Pupil ébservatlan Checkl;st (PGQL) ' .9

|
w"w*

: "'U n ‘rﬂE.'- ]

o

. Ps y;h,matgr Measures

' " Arm Cg@:dlnatlgn [McCarthy Scales of _ E
3 IR Chlldrgn s Ability (MSCA)] - . . 8

£l
1

\® CégnitiVEzanarianguage Measufes A

e

- Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM)

- Block Desigp, (WPPSI) .
Draw-A-Child (MSCA) :
Verbal ‘Memory (MSCA) S
Verhal Fluencyj(MSCA) S ' .

-

® thhérigeasures
Adult Language Check
Attrition, Handicap and Attendance Infpr-
matan Sheet . -

Each of thesé méasﬁrgs is described briefly below. For

more extensive review, see Interim Report II, Part B: -
: R mmendatlans for Measurlng Eragram Impact (1975)

W

- \

'As noted in the text, the battery was adm;nlgtEfed in two
- sometimes three sessions.

-
e
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- PDC Classroom Observation System (High/Scope Foundation, .
.unpublished). The PDC observation system was developed to.
provide information about children's classroom behavior

N along dime¢hsions pertinent tg. the social-emotional goals

' of Project Developmental Continuity.- The system- focuses- -
on aspects of an individual child's behavior), verbal or

- nonverbal, that reflect the child's attitude toward himself,
and on the child's social competence as demonstrated in-- - = . _
his interaction with pegrs and adults. o - '

1 Using a time sé%pling method, trained observers @béérﬁe o
each child for five minutes at four different times during. s
. the day and code theifr behhvior into four general categories:
: ,  "noninvolved," "involved," "interacts with peer,"” and 'y
\ . "interacts with adult." A fifth category, "activity 1é§él;",
.is included to provide information concerning the context
in which these behaviors were obserfed. Each'of these
categories includes subcategeries that are designed to
¢ identify the frequency and nature of specific behaviors
" "within the general category. L ‘
: CresEEE

Preschool Interpersonal Problem-Solying Test (Shure and
‘Spivack, 1974) . The PIPS attempts to assess the child's
‘ability to name alternative solutions to a life-related
problem--that of obtaining a tey from another child. Paper
cut-outs of bdys, girls and toys are used in presenting
the .problem. Among. inner.city -four-year-olds attending
the Philadelphia Get Set day care program, those judged
as better—-adjusted by theit teachers were able to concep-
tualize a greater number and a wifler range of alternative
solutions to real-life, problems than were their more poorly
adjusted classmates. ) : ,

/ Pupil Dbse:vatiané%zﬁklizt (High/Scope Foundation, °
unpublished) . This is a rating scale consisting of twelve
7-point bipolar adjectives /derived from a similar scale
used in the Home Start evajfuation.? The tester rates each
child using this instrumert after he or she has_administered .
211 the other measures in 'the battery to the child. See

* Appendix H for deta'tls on.the factor structure of this
instrument. _ !

b

5
&

Hahneman Medical College, 19

'Shure, M. B. & Spivack, G. The PIPS Test Manual. PhIladelphia:

ut

73' L
}r!'D e
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ve, J.,et al. Natironal Homg Sta:
port VII. .¥Ypsilanti, MI: High
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Evaludtion. Interim
C Foundation, March 1976.

= AT

i

-
Ty
iy
)
]
be]
T
-

N o .




,—‘," = - \\

=
@

L ) : . : = e

1f;C' thy Scales of Chlléren s -BApilities (McCarthy,

=

*_ et ,;,r, - o

'1972)T. These sybtests consist of a series Of tasks tapplng
problem-solving, psychamatgE and '’ cgnceptual abilities, -

and are similar to the Wechsler scales, but with emph321s

on age§felated maturatloﬁal 1nd1cat@rs.

.. Vé;@;}iMem@ry ‘The. child is askéd‘ta repeat

sequences of words, (Verbal Memory-1) and to
repeat or retell as much as POSSlblE of a one

_LK o paragraph story (Vérbal Mam@ry 3) ST T T

A~ + e -Verbal Fluency. The Ehllﬂ is askéd .to name a's j )

many . members .of specific categorles (e.ger anlmals)
as he/she can. A

ber ball, !
through '

'@ Arm Coordination, Child bounces a r:;

_ catches . a beaﬁbag, and throws a beanba
a hole in a target. :

Draw-A- Chlld Child draws a picture of a child of

thg same sex. : B

'
2

er Intelligence,
Block .Design subtest (Wechsler, 1967)%. Th 7téSk’iequifes

Wechsler Preschool and Prlmary Scale o)

repr@duCLng (canstrugtlnq) designs with f4 at colored blacks,
either from the examlner s model or from a picture on’a
- card. The measure taps problem=-solving abilities, flexiblllty
of response style, visual-motor organization, and exXecution,.
N Bilingual Syntax Measure (Burt, Dulay and Hernandez-Ch.,
1975)7. This test is designed to measure children's oral
pr@flclency in Engtish and/or Spanish standard grammatical _
structures. - Simple guestions are used with cartoon-type 7
colored pictures to provide a conversational Settlng for.
~.eliciting natural speech. An analysis of the child's,res-
.ponse yields a numerigal indicator and-a qualitative des-
cription of the child's structural language proficiency in
standard English or standatrd Spanlsh Responses are written
- down verbatim. The English version is admimistered only to.
. .English-dominant or bilingual children; the Spanish. vers;an
énly to ppanish-dominant or blllngual chlldten. :

i‘1McCarthy, D. McCarthy 5cales of Chlldren s Abll%gieg; ‘ Mamual.
‘New York: Psycholoqlcdl Corparatlon, 1972. .

‘Wechsler, D;’-Weghgler‘Freszhogl and Primary Scale of Intel-
llqenae- Manual. New ggrk Psychological Céfpafatlén .1967.

: BBurt[ M., Dulay, H. & HEEnandez—Chg, E. Blllngual Syn;ax

Measure.. New York: Harcourt, Braceé, Jov%nav1:h 1975.
_3; ) ’ ' ) < : o Y




P Aﬂult Language Check. This.-measure is used in the
R s bilingual/bicultural demonstration sites to obtain an
' © . indication of the languages the adults in¥the c%assroom .
: . use during their interactions with children. The inter-''’
. ....yiewer sits in. the classraoom-for a two- -hour -period and
.- records the language used/by the’ teachers and alﬁes e
approximately every five minutes. . The Adult Language Check

+© . was used only in classrooms where ;anguages other than
’ A,Engllsh _were. spokan by. teachers; alaes, or cher adults. = -

W
'

~ Demographlc Infcrmatlan Sheet. Addltlanal dnfor-.
“ - ‘mation about each child in the sample, such as previous..
prés:haél experience, handicap. status, .dominant language,
etc. 15 obtained frem Head Start reccrds.

H21ght and We1ght. :All chlldren are Wéighéé ané-

1

ontrolling for Order Effect in Admlnlster;ng the. ESM”?

3

t
o Bi Aingual Children _ _ e

ot

Chlldren who sh@w fac111ty in both Spanlsh and-

English receive both versions of the BSM. The order in-
which the two versions are administered is- controlled
.so that dur;ng any single testing period half the chil- -
dren receive the Spanish Vversion first apd half réCElVé

, the English version first. Further, the order is

< reversed with each successive testing so that, for

example, a child who received the Spanish version first
in the fall would rece;ve the English version first in.
the sprlng :

N




3 © ° Forms for
.- I

= ' R ; i
= i .
g "
W = F I =
s
s
The forms reproduced here were. used weekly by testers
- for mutual monitoring. The completed forms were -returned

regularly to quh/Scape for. continuing analysis. In this-
'Aﬂ,appendix, the categories beside which an X appears -are

. those in/ which testers, as a group made more errors than
expected  or than was judged tolerable.

g

St



Table B-1,

. 2 \_ ' ARM CDDREINATIDN f
. - ) . . y ' . - .
: . Monitoring Form . K : -
’ - ’ T = . . . x }s.% s =
‘Interviewer _J . .. .  Dpate a T
Child's Name .. SRR NN
g ST —¥ —= .
INSTRUCTIONS: *%his form will provide Highkgcapé Fcu§§a ion with information on hoy

1‘51m11;r the ‘interview adm;ﬁ;stfat;@ns are within each site and across sites. _The
‘interviews must be administered in a tandafd or uniform way to insure gomparability
of the data. Whép you monitor another ;ntarv;ewer you should be re:ardlng the child's
responses in your interview booklet and be watchlﬂg for and nDtlng wHethier any of the
fallmw5,g errors occur during each of the interviews. YDu will £ill out,one of these

moni gring f@fma for- each intefview you monitor. s

F

e o, !g ; ‘.
. .. — o — - 1 Check Each Tiﬁérii
Test h ration Error
B V¥L , o Admln;stratl@n EE%%{%;,,W B Errcr Decurs .
1. Pails to have CORRECT INTERVIEWiNG MATERIALS; X .-
= tape, etc. o ) - T

’ E,g., d;dn t haye ball, beanbag,!

2. INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview. materlalS*
e.g., didn't have target 6' from child, - _—
didn't kneel or bend when throwing beanbag o ' , -
. to child, etc. : ’

3E INEDRRECT WDRDING of* interview questlons, o *7, o
. e.g., doesn't follow the words in the inter= —_—
view booklet.. ‘

g SKIPPED AN LTEM.

5., SKIPPED A SECOND TRIAL, or gave a second ' ) -~
strial wherm it should not have ; beEﬁ given. o ;é_ga_sﬁ

TR I
' </

6. STOPPED INTERVIEngNCQRRECTLY eig.; gave
L Part B in Beanbag Catch Game*when child
- . fdiled to catch in Part A.

7E REPEATS repeated the 1nterv1ew questlon

& ~more than one time. . Lo . ;??—i;iégi

8. ENCOURAGEMENTS; gave more -than one encour= - ,| - | ““)a

agement per qdnitial question-‘and repeat; 5 T B _
~didn't give an encaufagemEﬂt when needed. : g —

9. SCORING; scored child's response incorrectly.

10. INCORRECT TIMING; failed to mark t@me

! stopped en test booklet. T —_— 3
l%; OTHER: (;pecify)"‘ - i ) : '
, —— _ S
Raéé@rt with chil? (circle one): P%Qir, h Adequa e o Good
Name af}@p”’ -
97 .= o




: » | © % . Table B-2 . »
e i * BILINGUAL SYNTAX MEASURE
' - Monitoring Form ¢

‘Interviewer - o - __ Da t . - -

Child's Name 771; - IR o

INSTRUCTIONS: This f@fm will provide ';gh/S:ape :cundat;@n with information on ‘how
51mllar the intervie® administrations a¥é within each site and across sites. ‘The .
interviews must be ddministered in a i%andard or uniform way to insure :Qmpafamlll AV
of the data. When' yol menitor another interviewer you should be recording the child's
reépénses in your interview booklet and be watching for aqggﬁgting whether any of the

. follewing errors occur during each gffihe';nierv%ewsé YoudWwill fill out one of these
monitoring forms for gach interview you monitor.,

e — - — — _
( £ Test Edm;%lstraﬁlén Errors T -Check Each Time
— . ) s | _Error Occurs

1. Fails to thE CDRRECT IN TERVIEWING MATERIALS;
2.9., s missing the warm— “up plcture : ;f+=§%La»-
: ‘ ‘ . : L , _
2.. INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview . materials; - ' -
.e.9., doesn't place warm-up pitture directly o
in front of ¢hild, doesn't place pL;ture P
booKlet directly in front of child; dldﬁbﬁ - -
‘PUt warm-up picture out ot child's ‘sight when
using baokLét etc

3. INCORRECT WORDING .of interview quegt;@ns,

‘e.g., doesn't lele the words in the . - ? >
. interview bookl adds too many additional, -
é ! comments or quE.‘:‘:tlQﬂ;e o » 1
4. SRIPPED ‘AN ITEM.. .

5, STDPEED INT?RVLLW INCORRECTLY; e.g., didn't
. . stop .after item whén child responded to
’ ’ @nly twoef the first five 1t@ms dldn t

N "stop affer four DK- R -NR. ) .
6. INCORRECT TIMING; e.g., didn't mark time

started and tgme Stopped on cover of
interview. bdéklet. ;

h [Ny

7. REPEATS; repeated the {ntéfvieﬁ question
' more than one time or Cidn't’fepéat the
e © question when it should have been repeated;
> re;%aﬁe% the child's response verbally. ;

r

EY

8. EﬁCDURAGEWENTS gave more than one &ncour- -
agement- aftter the 1n1tlal que%t;gn, gave, ‘ /
more than:one encouragement after, the repeat L /
or didn't give an .encouragement when it :
should have begn ‘given. - A T ST

9. 3CORING; not wrifing chlld § response
exactly as said; not writing ;eg;blj

- 10. DEFINES WORDS; defining words for child -
during the non- preliminary Hueﬂtlona

11. OTHER: (sge:ify) -
R B &% .

. [_h, T . R ;;Aj‘;’f Y A L - : N _ !
o Qapm@rt with rhllﬁﬁxtlfﬁgé ﬁne) Eééz'/{, Adequate | . Good
{

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table B=3 / f;\ o B |
+DRAW-A- CHIL? : v@\m

;chitcring Form
Djte I

£

Y
o,
\\
"

Thls form will. provide HJ.gh/Sco:pe Féundat;r::n w:.th information on how -

INS ¢
-simflar thé lntef\flew adm;nlstrat;cﬁs are within each site andi across sites.  The
interviews must be adm.lnlstered in a standard or uniform way to insure comparability

f the ﬂata. Whai yau mt:ﬁltaf am:ther lnterv:Lewer yz:g shauld be recerdlng‘ the :hlld'sv

i O S — - .
Test Adm;nlstrat ion Er rors ",
o l.fINCDRREcT PLACEMENT of interview materidls; ey
: . e.g., didn't place blank page w;dth-wLEE‘*; QR S
. in frant of child. . S : kY f "
, 3 .} Y A
- 2. INCORRECT WORDING of interview qugst;ans. S
" .. e.g., doesn't follow the wards ;LI'I/ the inter- : ﬁgﬁ#!
T oview b@gkLet ,/F : : L
3. INCORRECT T@MING e.g., didn'{ mark time .,
started. . _ , ; : : =
- . A , 3

4.. REPEATS; repeats the iﬁterjiaw question.- °

| 5. ENCOURAGEMENTS; failed t?/gi%e one : ) P
’ encquragement specified inh test o
booklet when needed. : .

4).

-
i

6. OTHER: . (specify) __ {.

Rapport with child (circle one): : P@@: e .¥A§Eqﬁata . Géaii
Name of Monitor - L
A‘ ( ¥ z.j. -

A




| o - - Table B-4: .. /.

PIPS - 0 & o oo

. o _ Monitoring Form /
Interviewer . B i;, _ e Date e
thlé‘s Name QL"- R LT -

= = = . s

INSTRUCTIONS: ' ThlS fg:m will prav;de H;qh/S?Epe Foundation with lnfgrmatlaﬁ on how

. similar the 1nterview administrations are within gach site and acfass 'sites. The
interviews must be admlﬂl;tEEEd in a standafd or ﬁnlfatm way to insure comparability,
of the data. When,you monitor amother: lﬂtEEVlEWEI you should be recording the child's
responses in your interview booklet and be watchlnq for and noting whether any of the
followirig- errors occur ‘during each of the interyiews. You will fill @ut one of these

mﬂnlt@f;ng forms far each lﬁtEfVlew y@u manltéﬁ. 2

, : S i L et , : _
. e Co B L T
. . . S L) R S - . K

- o T -CﬁéngEachgfiﬁé';*;«
L |- . Error Occurs . ~ |
#i‘ T ‘ = BRI . = g 77—}—
, 1. Fails to have LDRRECT lNTERVIEWING MATERIALS‘ ; T ).
¥ e.g., ‘missing one of the PIPS cut@uts, et; _ ~ =
. B . - - . 7 %
. 2. INCORRECT PLACEMENT of interview materials - .
] e.g., putt;ng_toy @§ wrong cut-out, plac1ng v o
| _cut-outs on table rather than on some kind . —,
‘ of stand. - . ' ’ B , T
; 3f~INCQRRLCT wa&nlwfﬂgf interview quéstions;
B e.g., d@esQfEJfalle the wardg in the —
\ ;lﬂtheréw bagklet. ) - E{ :
g, SKIPPED. AN ITEM. - ' —
L - . ¥
gll B o .
| 5. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; e.g.,’ didn’ e | |
i . stop LﬂtEIVlEW 1ftér two Cﬁnggcut1v5 stories v[ —_— . -
& o i *Wiyich "‘¢hild -gave repetitiodn Gf. answérs. ‘nof ' -
| ¢ solution answers, or DK-R-NR. : 5 e
!
6. PRGBING, too many or too few; e.g., didn't.
probe when response required it or probed S B
when child's answer was acceptable.
7. %CDRING; recorded .child's response ' i
o lncgrréctly, failed to put child's: I o X .
: response in correct response box. ) . £
8. OTHER: (specify) _ - 3 ) )
R T TEa o =~ A R o s
Rapport with child (C;rc{é’@néf; Poor Adequate- Good -
Name of Monitor _ o L e e . ) ﬁ 

Q - . T - ] I .

ERIC . - v N T ”n%fm o -_;'”

r . z Sx-
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. -



hEs

Table B-=5
VEEBAL-FLUEN

Hﬁnitc:ing Fo

Interviewer

Child's Name

INSTRUCTIONS: This form will provide ngh/S:DEe Faunﬂatign with information on how
similar the interview administrations are within gach site and across sites. .The
sinterviews must be administered in a standard or uniform way to insure comparability
of the data. When you monitor. another interviewer you should be recderding the child's
responses in your interview booklet and be watching for and noting whether any of the
following errors occur du:lng each of the 1nterv1ews§ You w;ll £fill out one of these.
‘monitoring farms for each interview -you monitor. - : -

=

” @

- ,:i,f — s . i ?'.:—— ——— ('
tréti@ﬁ Errors Check Each Time
Errar O:cur

Test Admlﬂ

4
INCDRRECT WQRDING of interview quest,,n
. doesn't follow the words in the
'viéw booklet. :

e

SKIPPED AN ITEM.

STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY;
didn't give entire interview.

e.g.,

INCORRECT TIMING; e.g., allowed the child
‘more than or less than 20 seconds to name all
the toys He. could think of (tester and moni-
tor- should be within 5 SECDEd of Eagh ather

"on the t;m;ng), :

REPEATS; ;Léaatei'tha interview quéstian.

SCORING; didn't recard'child‘sfréspénsaj
_35xsald didn't write- legibly: ., .

._ENCDURAGEMENTS failed to say appropriate
encouragement after 5 seconds when it should
:have been sald or enséufaged too many times.

‘GTHEEz (specify)

Répp@ré with child (¢ircle one): -

Name of Monitor

L "b"

e,




, '~ Table B-6

L

Lo _
i /. VERBAL MEMORY ‘
f K Monitoring Form
Interviewer . /77 A - _ __Date .. i
Child's Nawme _ / / - - , .

INSTRUCTIONS: °THis; form will provide High/Scope Foundation with,information on how

similar the intervikw administrations are within each site and across sites. The
interviews must be admjnistered in a standard or uniform way to insure comparability

of the data. When you monitor another interViewer you should be recording the child’'s
responses in. yaur lntEIVléiI booklet and be watching for and noting whether. any of the
following errors oceur dur;ng each of the interviews. gYou will fill out one of these ’
monitoring. ﬁ@rms for each interview you monitor.

! i 1

{ , e

/

Test Adm;nlstratlan Errors

1. INCORRECT WORDING of interview questions; | =~ =N
‘e.g., doesn't follow the wards in the y ) .
:interview booklet.

;?J SKIPPED AN ITEM. , : - b .

3. STOPPED INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; e.g., failed-
;  to stop Part I after child gave no correct
/- answers to items 2 dnd 3, or items 4 and 5; |- —_——

;/- gave Part. II when Ehéuldn t have.

8

./ 4. INCORRECT TIMING; didn't mark time started

on test booklet. , , e
‘5. REPEATS; repeated theiiﬁterview guestion. Cefmno
€. SPEED; read the words too quickly for the . !
child or allowed too much time between the L _ ;
words. o
7. 6‘EJNC;CHTJRAGE:MENT5- en:auraged the child ﬁbré
~than once or didn't -encourage the child at y .
all whep he didn't respond or didn't use —_—
- specified éncsufagementi . o v
8. SCORING; failed to record ch;;a s response - | =
" correctly or wrote child's respanse )
) illegibly. -
‘QQuQTHER: . (specify)’ s
) e = — ———— —— == ———— - ¥ —_— = f*’
Rapport with child (circle one): Pgor Adequate - ~Good . |
Name of Monitor e A ' o e, 1.J
102 . v,

-

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




: - " Table B-

- . WPPST BLOCK DESIGN
v Monitoring Form
Interviewer 0, o Date
CHild's Name __ SN

INSTRUCTIONS:

similar the interview administrations are within each site and across sites.

This form will provide High/Sc@gé Foundation with information on how

The

" interviews must be administered in a standard or unifecrm way to insure comparability

of the data. When you ménitor another interviewer you should be recardlng the child's
féSPDnSES in your interview booklet -and be watchlng for and noting whether any of the

cllowing errors occur during each of the interviews.

You will fill but one of these

m@nit@ring forms for each interview you monitor.

igest'AﬂministratiDn Er

mi

Check Each Time -

Erfar D:Qurs

eggi, d@gsn t have all 14 blacks, d@esn t

‘have picture booklét,’

INCORREET PLACEMENT of interview materials;
e,g., makes incorrect WPPSI des;gn, uses
wrong blocks in -making design, . QLV1HQ wrong
blocks to child.

3. INCORRECT WORDING of interview gquestions;
e.g., doesn't follow the words in the
interview booklet.

SKIPPED AN ITEM.

PED A SECOND TRIAL, or gave a second’
when it should not have been given.

- INTERVIEW INCORRECTLY; é «Je s ‘didn't
I ftaf two consecutive falluré
glVé item 4 aftér child failed ltem: 2 and 3.

,"2'11
W-‘ L
i
k—“"U

7. INCORRECT. TIMING, e. 9.,
or less tlme to make the design than the in=

allowed the child mare,

or didn' ty

structigns indicated

should be within 5 seconds of
the timing), didn't mark time
8.. REPEATS; gave a demonstration
+ not have been given or failed

(tester and- monitor ! —

each other on ‘
stopped., o .

when it should | L
to give a demon- R

7 stration; repeated the interview gquestion.

9. EN?QU@AGEMENTS; gave more than one énédurage—
‘ment or none at all with theé initial question
and. more than one encouradement.or noné at,all
on the second trial.

10. SCORING:

11. ROTATIONS 'and GAPS; failed to correct child's
© rotations or ask child,” "Is that right?" when
he left moére than 1/4° 1n:h between his blocks.

scored child's response incorrectly.

¥

12. OTHER: (agac1fy)l;w - -

.

1d (dirgle

Adequate

L
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Commentary on Scoring

APPENDIX C S
the McCarthy Arm Coordination Scale
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O ,
(ﬁ
. ' .’iCQmmentari on Stgriﬁg the | : 5
’ ‘McCarthy “Arm Coordination Scale o :

Followinﬁgtﬁ “Fall 1975 data collection, a number
of alternative procedures were explored for scoring items
and scale scores 13§§£§%§h11d ‘test ‘battery., Particular "
attention was'jpaid to the subtests:of -the McCarthy Saales - ,
of Children's /Abilities (Draw-A-Child, Verbal Fluencyy :
Verbal WsﬁPry, and Arm Coordination). Thesé efforts were
reportedf in—Interim Report III, Part A (March 1, 1976) .
Ahe conclusion at that time was that since there were no
apparent differences between the results of McCarthy
scoring procedures and alternative procedures, there would

bg, _no advantage in adherlng to the McCarthy: scoring
Eanventléns.

, However, ‘re-examd Tt£pn of tthisychometrlc ﬂatajf@r
- ‘the three "administrations of the battery indicates a need
for revising this position with respect to the Arm Coordination
scale. .-When scored using McCarthy criteria, internal
Vcénsistency reliability (alpha) coefficients have been )
‘consistently lower than those for other tests in the battery .
(for the English-dominant sample; .54, .62, and .65 for fall
, 1975, spring 1976, and fall 1976). Slnce this Scale is -the
/ only- "pure" psychomotar measure’in the battery, "the incentive ' .
! - to:retain it is greater than it would be if it were redundant )
iwith other constr étq apped by the battery Thus alternative
scoring procedurea expld?td once aﬁaln.= ’ s

i

It was found that ;nternal can'lstency coeftlclents for
the fall 1976 Arm Coordination data were somewhat higher
when each of the six items in the scale -as weighted. equally.

. than ,when they were weighted unequally, as they are in the
McCarthy-procedures. (Logic also argues for equal we1ght1nq
since no argument is known to exist for unequal we;qhtlng )
Although the internal consistency coefficient- for 'the English-
dofifnant sample still just manages to reach -the ‘'nominal criterion
value of .65, it is judged to be sufficient to warrant.
retention.of this instrument, espec1ally when consideration o e
is given té6 the.relatively high test retest’ Correlatlén, .72,
founq last year »

e

i
€.

—
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Flowcharts for the Analysis Procedure
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Flow Chartkfgr'itey 1u Is

Figure D-1
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Y
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Chartﬁfé&gStégsSE

£all 1975,
‘spring 1976,

E%ggrm;ne _ -
Cronbach:
alphas for

fall 1976.

- Ny -

Table validity
determination
for three . -
time poirts.’

- "ryes

Are any
mé&asures left

3F.

O

RIC
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ad

Are Reliability?

N
|
b

Ho |
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estimate =~ 7
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. ‘LNQ
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s

v

T
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ical variables
-resPectlvely-

{

Ccmpare PDC and com=- |\’

Df

o 5 :

. Evaluate the
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Definitions of Observation Categories

*

Category 1. Nonlnvalved

The child, is neither interacting with C
object, (nor engaged in a purposeful act1v1ty.

§ Category 2. Invol

ad

'f : ) Tbe child is 'ﬁtéragting with a person or ijec'
This category .is also coded when the child is en aged
in purposeful activity such as singing to hlm/har—

elf : , ‘

Ly

o Subga§e§9§X 2a. EocuswgifAt ntlon- .
Social: - The child is Eﬂgaged in a recip-
- rocal interaction with a peer
© and/or adult. i
“Nonsocial: The child is er jaged in a purpose-
ful activity wHich does not ln‘ ’
volve other persons.
{ s
Subcategory ;pjr;Langqage Sp@ken during AEth;ty
s Ny C e .
Verbal English: Whlle engaging #i social or
: o nonsocial activities, the
child speaks only in English.
- : Verbal Spanish: While engaging in social or

S : nonsocial activities, the = .
' ~2Plld %peaks in EngI;Sh. ’

Verbal Combined: While engaglng in sac;al or
B nonsocial activities, the

child uses a combination of

Spanish and English words.

5 %kxxxﬂonverbal; while engaging in social or
- ‘nonsocial activities, the
; child does not speak.-

D
3
lror expanded definitions and examples of these categories,
see Appendix E, Intarlm Report IV Part A {August 1, 1976).

. o 137 \ | -

*

—y
RN
o

-,




QategcryQB,,,Interactlcns with Peer:

The child Engages in a IECLPEDEal interaction with a-
peer (s) by looking at, listening to, talking with,
or Sharlng materials and working on a common PijECt.

4 ) .
I ' Sub:ateg@ry BQ;ELDESCrlpthﬁ of Peer Interactloﬂ-

The child eng% ses verbal and/or.

;fgf ) " physical aggression or hostility
o t@ward the -peer (s).

iiﬁ l fﬁ: Q

: The child a tempts, verbally or

nonverbally, to direct, influence,
OX manlpulaté the behav;oz of a

7 pepr(s) in a positive manner.

b - Thle child's behavior is directed
oward one (or more) of the
fallow1ng Gutcome§z changing
‘the peer's course’ of action, ini-
. tiating a new behavior, r shaw1ng
[ o (telling) the peer how to do

) . something. L. L

sserting: The child does not comply with or
' - ignores in a positive manner

: ‘ - - attempts made by a peer to control
L;) %;/ ‘ his/her behavior.
Other: ' The child interacts in a cooper—

“ative and(PDSlthE manner with. a
peer(s). The child is sharing,

. , : helping, taking turns, working

o _ © jointly, listening to, or talking
with a peer. (This item is only
marked for each positive behavior
that is clearly not a controlling
and asserting behavior.)

Subcategories 3b and c. Pufﬁasa of Peer Interaction

Requests Inf@rmat;an. The chlld seeks (by posing
7777 a question, making a
. demand, etc.) a factud®™ _
‘ statement or explanation
"concerning a task, prob-
., lem, casual relationship,
or other events or situ-
ations in ﬁiS/héI ejgir@n"

ment.

| \ 11 | .
* B 7 ) 7 ;f




N o _ L
Provides Information: The child offers in-
T ) - formation in the: form
N . ; of factual statements,
; o o explanat;cns, or physical
gestures.

'Eg§g§§t§”53§;s§an§az The child seeks physical’
c ' ' assistance or materials
for initiating or com-
pléting an activity.

(%2

, Eﬁav1des Assistance: The child foers phy51cal
) BER T assistance or materials
‘ _ for initiating or com-
~ pleting an activity.

y _
Requests Support”: The child seeks comfort,

' - ) - protection, or reassurance
. , after a hurt, disappoint-

R : ' ment, or other problem
" situation. . The child does
' o ’ - not request assistance or
information for solving
the problen.

¢

Provides Support: : The child provides a peer
B - ) with comfort, protection,
or reassurance after a
hurt, disappointment, or
other problem situation.

' . “* " The child does not provide
‘ o ’ aseistance or information
v for soiving the problem,.
: Thls item is also coded

T

Y Nonapplicable: The puﬁgpse of the child's

o : . interaction with a pe i e
clearly not one of re-
questing/providing infor-:
mation, assistance, m
terials, or emotional
support.
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> R
4 category 4. Inté???tmns with Adults: J
- , The child engages |in 'a- rEClprDcal intéractign with an "
%%;,”' T o~ adult(s) by looking ‘at, listening to, talking with,
: C or sharing materla s and- working on a common PIGjEEt.
ki

- Subcategory 4a. . Type of Adult Interact;@gi

The child expresses verbal and/or
: physical aggression or hostility
7 ¢ toward the aduLt(s)

Controlling: The child attempts, verballg or
G o nonverbally, to direct, influence
: ' . or manipulate the behavior of
' an adult(s) in a- positive manner.
‘'The child's behavior is directed
., toward one (or more) of the
following outcomes: changing -
the adult's course of action,
, - o . ...initiating a new behavior, or
= S o o showing (telling) thé adult how
) to do something.

~

The .child does not comply with or
ignores in a positive manner
attempts made by an adult to
control his/her* behavior.

Aésertln

Other: The child intefacts in a coopera-

T tive and positive manner with an

: _ adult(s). The child is sharing,

- - o helping, taking turns, working

' ' : ) . jointly, listening to, ox talking

! : with an adult. (This item is

’ -~ only marked for each POSLt;ve
behavior that is clearly not a
coﬁtrglllng and asserting behav1ar)

R

- ‘ B Sub:ataggrles 4b and c. Purpose of Adult Interaction:

=

Raquests Ass;stancE, The child seeks physteal
. ) - 35515tai%e or ma;er;als
k - . T ;fér initilating ox com~
' . pletlng an activity g 3
o — §
- b ’ - ’ f ‘ - ﬁ;)
N ‘!iF L]
_ i

I
L
Ll
=
e
-
o
L
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-

Provi&es‘9551stancé-' The child foers phys;cal
. T . o o N assistance or materials
ﬁév’ L e ' for initiating or com-

AT o pleting an activity.

PR

The child seeks ccmfért,7
. atecticn,‘or reasﬁ'

Requests, Suppoit:

, 7,Lsapp01ntment, or cher
N . T o problem sltuatlan, The
g 7 ) . " child does not request
) ' R _ : .assistance or information
for solving the problem.

f Prév1des Supp@rt, f The child provides an
N ' ] - adult with comfort,
v : - o o o prctectlcn, or reassurance

ment, or che: pro lem
situation. The chfild
/gﬁdaes not provide ‘assistance
. or information for sclv1ng
) the preblém. 'This item is
) , also coded fDr verbal _
) s s expressions of’ symPathy or
T . . . » ' Empathy. -

T

/ : % interaction with an adult
' ' is clearly-not one of
- . ' : S - requesting/providing -
' ' E ‘ information, dssistance,
materials, or emotional
support. ' '

_Eénéggllcable-' : : The purpose of the child’ s

Cakégory 5. Classroom Activity Level:

This category describes the opportunity children have
. to spontaneously engage in or initiate 1nteract1@ﬁs
‘with others. The observer's attention is.no longer = !
-;? directed toward the target child, but toward the
classroom as a whole. After surveying the classroom,
one of the following items is coded after each
5-second observation interval:

oA
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5

~ Maximal:

Maderatg
—

Minimalz'

adult. T

’Thls réiers to those parts of the day ;n,r

which children and adults are free . to.

initiate or maintain spontaneous inter-’
‘actions (verbally or physically) .among
‘themselves.  The children' are generally
“able to choose their own activity, with

minimal gtructuring or direction by an
rs sometimes call these
"free choice" periods.

"free play” ‘or

This refers to those parts' of the day in

which the opportunity for spontaneous

interaction among adults ‘and children is
substantially, reduced. .During this :
period, classroom behavior is typically -

decided less by children than by adult

directioen. g There is. still some oppor-
tunjty for spontaneous interactions to
beour within'this structufé-

.This refers to those parts af the day - in

which children are not free to initiate/

-malnta;n SPQntaneaus interactions (verbal

or phy51cal) ‘among themselves. Class-
room behavior of the children is primarily

controlled and directed by an adult.

=
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analyses of data popled across language groups.

- S P ‘ ! - . . .
. . - . = . 4

7;{f“t; : _ Subs:ales of the ‘POCLI

= -
-

¥

( Factﬁr analys;s of the Pugll Qbsérvatlcn ec .
y;elded tWo.rdistinct fa@tq;s (accounting for 47.6% anQ 2
31.4% of the variance, respectively) whose compositidn . :

is~&ssentially identical- “to that of" the: factars discavered e
in® past analysés of the PDCL.; As before, - they have béen - o
named "“*Task Orlentatlép and "Extroversion" to describe R B

the common ‘characteristics of their. canstltuent items.
The loadings of each item on each factor are shown in
Table G-1. - Scores on the subscales were calaulated by

" summing. the actual scores on all items for a subscalei

= - =

These subscale. scores were then used fnr sub;equent ‘analyses -

- of the P CL fall 1976 data. e : . } . ”

Psychametrlc analyses of spring 1976 and fa 11 19°A6
POCL data indicate that the two subscales possess. a high .
degree of internal consistency (o >+.90 at both time-

- points). ‘Since this instrument is used by testers at all

sites, for all groups, SCOres on these scales could be e
considered equivalent for English-dominant and Spanlsh—
ch1q§ﬂt samples, and might enter usgfully into Eutufe .

B Se— o | o §

'principal components solution, varimax rotation.
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-:EZDC'L Ité;m. b Fagtor 1 - | 7 Factor 2
1 : ‘\ - |- "Task Drléntatlan" : "Extravers;an".

B .
ciable ' , T .42 | E ".83 v

39 t .55 '

ihv@}Qéd * o : .69

Y jmpﬁtlve ) N CR——. .40
A .

Talkative

Attentiv / - | .83 .26 |

Active. ' .

Quick to respond T .82 ' _ 5!52

|Attempts difficult _ 7
‘tasks , .81 .41 .

Keeps trying ' . .86 : .29

Realistically self- : : '
confident .89 .28

a * : v i : - ,,, o = e & .
Principal components solution, varimax rotation.
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Analytic Procedurefor Investigation of PDC and
Ccmpar;san Classraam Com mpara blllgy on the Dbservat on Variables

Lo =

e When analyzlng data that represent proportions (such
% as the;réLatlve frequencies in the PDC Observation System),
.the data are sémetlmes transformed mathematically (e.qg.,
arcsrn of tﬁe square raot af the proportléﬁ) t@ “narmallze

uratlcn for the sample. For. varléus reisans, that assumptlon
is not tenable for these d&ta:. analyses of
PDC and comparison classroom comparab;llty were performed
using untransformed relative frequencies of the observation

- variables. ’ : R I

{ Since the purpose of performing these comparability
analyses was to test the assumption that PDC and comparison.
group classroom means would not be signifigantly different,
a liberal significance level of .10 was delected as the
criterion for evaluating differences. TWo- “group. varlables

- were created for these comparlsons. In the first, all
classroams containing any children. tested in Engl;sh were
split into PDC and comparison graups. In the second, all
classrooms with any children tested in Spanish were dlv;déd
into PDC and :omparlson graups.

An 1n1t1a1 sq& of analyses was performed (on the \\
relative frequencles using the parametric thtest. This
statistic is robust with respect to violatioiis - '

. normality assumptioéns. However, in the event ‘the
difference between ;DUp variances is S;gnlflc,nt the
results of such analyses must be interpreted cdautiously.
.Consgquently, a second set of non-parametric aphalyses,
using the median test, were alsq performed for\i}
English-dominant sample (PDC vs. comparison) and ‘Spanish- ~
dominant sample (PDC vs. comparison).
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